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I. Condition of the National Banking System 


The year 1969 was characterized by a continuing in- 
tensive demand for funds. With deposit rate ceilings 
below rates on competitive instruments, National banks 
had to resort to a variety of alternative sources of funds 
in an attempt to meet the loan demand of their 
customers. 

The changes in balance sheet accounts during 1969 
reflected the tightness of the markets for funds. In 
sharp contrast to 1968, which saw a 13.8 percent in- 
crease in total time and savings deposits, those deposits 
declined 6.4 percent during 1969. The 4.8 percent in- 
crease in demand deposits during 1969 did not quite 
offset the decrease in time and savings deposits; the 
total deposits of National banks at year-end 1969 stood 
at $256.4 billion, compared to the $257.9 billion figure 


of a year before. 

Certain nondeposit liabilities, including Eurodollar 
borrowings, other borrowings, and Federal funds pur- 
chased, increased substantially. Funds from these 
sources, combined with a sizable net sale of investment 
securities, allowed National banks to add 10.9 percent 
to their gross volume of outstanding loans. Total gross 
securities held declined 8.8 percent during 1969. 

The combined effect of the indicated shifts was to 
slow the rate of asset growth of National banks from 
12.6 percent, in 1968, to 5.9 percent, during 1969. At 
year-end, total assets of the National Banking System 
had reached $314.0 billion. On the same date, total 
capital of the system aggregated $23.3 billion, having 
increased 8.0 percent during 1969. 


Table 1 

Assels, liabilities, and capital accounts of National banks, 1968 and 1969 


[Dollar amounts in millions] 



Dec. 31, 1968, 

Dec. 31, 1969, 

Change, 1968-69 


4,716 banks 

4,669 banks 




Amount 

Percent 

Amount 

Fercent 

Amount 

Percent 



distribution 


distribution 



ASSETS 








$50, 953 

17. 18 

$54, 727 

17. 43 

3, 774 

7.41 



35, 300 

11. 90 

29, 589 

9.42 

-5, 711 

-16. 18 

Securities of other U.S. Government agencies and cor- 

porations 

5, 160 
34, 704 

1. 74 

4,640 

1. 48 

-520 

- 10. 08 

Obligations of States and political subdivisions 

11. 70 

34, 526 

10. 99 

-178 

-. 51 

Other securities 

1,707 

. 58 

1,362 

.43 

— 345 

-20. 21 


76, 871 

25. 92 

70, 117 

22. 32 

-6, 754 

-8. 79 


Federal funds sold and securities purchased under agree- 








4, 397 
542 

1 48 

5,809 

696 

1. 85 

99 

1,412 

154 

32. 11 


. 18 

28. 4! 

Loans , . 

Fixed assets 

154, 862 
4, 363 

52.21 

1.47 

171, 702 

5, 280 

54. 67 

1. 68 

16, 840 
917 

10. 87 
21. 02 

Customers’ iiabilitv on acceptances outstanding 

1, 275 

.43 

1,838 

. 1>9 

568 

44. 16 

Other assets 

3, 331 

1. 13 

3, 879 

1. 24 

548 

16. 45 

Total assets 

296, 594 

100. 00 

314, 043 

100. 00 

17, 454 

5. 88 
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Table — Continued 

Assets, liabilities, and capital accounts of National banks, 1968 and 1969 
[Dollar amounts in millions] 



Dec. 31, 1968, 
4,716 banks 

Dec. 31, 1969, 
4,669 banks 

Change, 1968-69 


Amount 

Percent 

distribution 

1 

Amount 

Percent 

distribution 

Amount 

Percent 

LIABILITIES 







Demand deposits of individuals, partnerships, and 







corporations 

$101, 765 

34. 31 

$105, 961 

33. 74 

$4, 196 

4. 12 

Time and savings deposits of individuals, partnerships, 
and corporations 

107, 716 

36. 32 

103, 238 

32. 87 

-4, 478 

-4. 16 

Deposits of U.S. Government 

1 3, 288 

1. 11 

3, 175 

1.01 

-113 

-3.44 

Deposits of States and political subdivisions 

22, 082 

7.44 

19,569 

6.23 

-2,513 

-11.38 

Deposits of foreign governments and official institutions, 
centred banks, and international institutions 

3, 196 

1.08 

2, 138 

.69 

-1,058 

-33. 10 

Deposits of commercial banks 

15, 303 

5. 16 

16, 649 

5. 30 

1,346 

8. 80 

Certified and officers’ checks, etc 

4,534 

1.53 

5,696 

1.81 

1, 162 

25. 63 

Total deposits 

257, 884 

86. 95 

256, 426 

81. 65 

-1,458 

-.57 

Demand deposits 

134, 629 

45.39 

141, 092 

44.93 

6, 463 

4.80 

Time and savings deposits 

123, 255 

41.56 

115, 334 

36. 72 

-7, 921 

-6. 43 

Federal funds purchased and securities sold under agree- 
ments to repurchase 

5,234 

1. 77 

9,947 

3. 17 

4,713 

90.05 

Liabilities for borrowed money 

689 

.23 

2, 284 

. 73 

1,595 

231. 49 

Acceptances executed by or for account of reporting 
banks and outstanding 

1,290 

.43 

1, 880 

.60 

590 

45. 74 

Other liabilities 

9,973 

3.36 

16, 472 

5.24 

6,499 

65. 17 

Total liabilities 

275,070 

92. 74 

287, 009 

91.39 

11,939 

4. 34 

Minority interest in consolidated subsidiaries 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

RESERVES ON LOANS AND SECURITIES 







Reserves on loans 



3, 698 

1. 17 

3, 698 



Reserves on securities 

— 

— 

87 

.03 

87 

— 

CAPITAL ACCOUNTS 







Capital notes and debentures 

1,256 

.42 

1, 120 

.36 

-136 

-10. 83 


58 

.02 

1.92 

62 

6, 166 

.02 

1.96 

4 

6. 90 

Common stock 

5,694 

472 

8.28 

Surplus 

9,747 

3. 29 

10, 488 

3.34 

741 

7. 60 

Undivided profits 

4,051 

1.37 

4,707 

1. 50 

656 

16. 19 

Reserves 

718 

.24 

711 

.23 

-7 

-.97 

Total capital accounts 

21, 524 

7. 26 

23, 254 

7.40 

1, 730 

8.04 

Total liabilities and capital accounts 

296, 594 

100. 00 

314, 048 

100. 00 

17, 454 

5.88 


notes: The 1968 data reflect unconsolidated, bank-only data. The 1969 data reflect consolidation of all majority-owned btmk prem- 
ises subsidiaries and all significant domestic majority-owned subsidiaries, with the exception that Edge Act subsiditiries tire excluded. 
The consolidation requirement necessitates creation of the new acccount “Minority interest in consolidated subsidiaries.” 

A second change is that the 1968 securities and loans totals are net after deduction of related reserves, while the 1969 totals are 
^oss. The offsets for the 1969 data are the new headings “Reserves on loans” and “Reserves on securities,” found between the 
liability and capital accounts. 

Data may not add to totals because of rounding. Dashes indicate amounts of less than $500,000. 
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II. Income and Expenses of National Banks 


The total operating income of National banks 
reached $18.2 billion in 1969, a gain of 21.5 percent 
over 1968. The reported total operating expense of 
$14.3 billion for 1969 is not fully comparable with 
1968’s figure of $11.5 billion, because the later figure 
includes a provision for loan losses of $296 million. 
Adjusted for that change, total operating expenses in 
1969 increased 21.7 percent over the prior year. When 
the same adjustment is made in 1969’s “income before 
income taxes and securities gains or losses” of $3.9 bil- 
lion, the figure exceeds 1968’s “net current operating 
earnings” by 20.7 percent. 

Gross loan income spurted by 22.2 percent, to $12.5 
billion. Loan income accounted for 68.6 percent of 
operating income in 1969, compared with 68.2 percent 
in 1968. The share of operating revenue accounted 


for by interest on securities fell from 20.3 percent in 

1968 to 17.4 percent in 1969, reflecting the relative 
shift from securities. 

Interest paid on time and savings deposits accounted 
for a smaller share of total operating expenses in 1969 
than in 1968; the figures were 42.2 percent and 46.1 
percent, respectively. The shift from savings deposits 
to costlier time deposits resulted, however, in an abso- 
lute increase in interest expense of 13.8 percent, despite 
the decline in total time and savings deposits. 

The 1969 results also reflect a reporting change 
which required applicable taxes to be presented on a 
current basis. As a result, net income after taxes for 

1969 cannot be precisely compared with that of prior 
years. The respective totals reported for 1968 and 1969 
were $1.9 billion and $2.5 billion. 


383 - 814—70 2 
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Table 2 

Income and expenses of National banks,* year ended Dec. 31, 1969 


[Dollar amounts in millions] 



Amount 

Percent 

distribution 


4, 669 




Operating income: 

$12,492.6 
473. 2 

68. 55 


2. 60 

Interest and dividends on investments: 

1,524. 7 
264. 2 

8. 37 


1. 45 


1,302.2 
81. 6 

7. 15 


. 45 


562. 4 

3. 09 


659. 1 

3. 62 


426. 8 

2. 34 


434.5 

2. 38 



18, 221. 2 

100. 00 


Operating expense: 

3, 402. 6 
530. 0 

23. 73 


3. 71 


6, 036. 2 
777. 1 
255. 8 

42. 19 

Expense of Federal funds purchased and securities sold under agreements to repurchase. . . . 

5.43 

1.79 


56.3 

. 39 

Occupancy expense of bank premises, net 

618.8 

4. 33 


467.4 

3. 27 


296. 2 

2. 07 


1, 865. 6 

13.04 



14, 306. 0 

100. 00 



3, 915. 2 



r, 259. 1 
2, 656. 1 
125. 7 







2, 530. 3 
4. 0 










2, 534. 3 




Cash dividends declared; 

1, 063. 7 
4.4 







1, 068. 1 




Ratio to income before income taxes and securities losses : 


32. 16 



3. 21 



. 10 



Ratio to total operating income : 


18. 67 



33. 13 



' 26. 71 



78. 51 


1 



1 13.91 




Note: The information in this table is not directly comparable to that for 1968, due to a change in report format. Dashes 
indicate amounts of less than $500,000. 

♦Includes all banks operating as National banks at year end, and full year data for those State banks converting to National 
banks during the year: 
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III. Structural Changes in the National Banking 

System 


There were 4,669 National banks in operation at the 
end of 1969, compared to 4,716 a year earlier. Of these, 
1,590 banks operated 11,552 branches. The remaining 
3,079 banks were unit banks, leading to a total of 
16,221 offices of National banks. Total branches of Na- 
tional banks increased by 752, or 7.0 percent, during 
1969. 

The 752 net new branches in the National Banking 
System represented the sum of 579 de novo branches 
opened during the year plus 299 branches entering the 
system via merger or conversion, less 126 branches 
closed during the year. Of the 579 de novo branches, 
only 174, or 30.0 percent, were in cities with popula- 
tions of 50,000 or more. Three hundred twenty-eight, 
or 56.6 percent, were located in communities having 
fewer than 25,000 people. 


Thirty-three applications for charters to form new 
operating National banks were given preliminary ap- 
proval, and 16 charters were issued for newly-organized 
banks. In addition, 61 charters were issued as steps 
toward corporate reorganization, primarily the forma- 
tion of one-bank holding companies. In 15 cases, char- 
ters were issued pursuant to the conversion of State 
banks to National banks. 

In mergers, consolidations, or purchases involving 
two or more operating banks, 80 transactions were 
consummated in which the resulting bank was a Na- 
tional bank. This compares with 67 in 1968, and 84 in 
1967. In addition, during 1969, there were 59 mergers 
carried out pursuant to corporate reorganization and 
involving only one operating bank. 
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Table 3 


National banks and banking offices, by States, Dec. 31, 1969 



Total 

National banks 

Unit 

With 

branches 

Number of 
branches 

Number of 
offices 

United States 

4,669 

3,079 

1, 590 

11,552 

16, 221 

Alabama 

88 

48 

40 

173 

261 

Alaska 

5 

0 

5 

47 

52 

Arizona 

4 

2 

2 

199 

203 

Arkansas 

68 

35 

33 

78 

146 

California 

68 

12 

56 

2,293 

2,361 

Colorado 

120 

118 

2 

2 

122 

Connecticut 

27 

6 

21 

205 

232 

Delaware 

5 

3 

2 

3 

8 

District of Columbia 

11 

1 

10 

64 

75 

Florida 

209 

209 

0 

0 

209 

Georgia 

60 

30 

30 

155 

215 

Hawaii 

1 

0 

1 

7 

8 

Idaho 

8 

2 

6 

106 

114 

Illinois 

418 

374 

44 

44 

462 

Indiana 

122 

51 

71 

318 

440 

Iowa 

100 

61 

39 

51 

151 

Kansas 

172 

145 

27 

27 

199 

Kentucky 

80 

36 

44 

135 

215 

Louisiana 

49 

15 

34 

167 

216 

Maine 

21 

4 

17 

91 

112 

Maryland 

47 

14 

33 

239 

286 

Massachusetts 

86 

21 

65 

406 

492 

Michigan 

98 

27 

71 

533 

631 

Minnesota 

197 

195 

2 

6 

203 

Mississippi 

38 

7 

31 

127 

165 

Missouri 

97 

77 

20 

20 

117 

Montana 

48 

47 

1 

1 

49 

Nebraska 

126 

105 

21 

22 

148 

Nevada 

4 

1 

3 

56 

60 

New Hampshire 

50 

27 

23 

45 

95 

New Jersey 

137 

28 

109 

602 

739 

New Mexico 

33 

9 

24 

67 

100 

New York 

173 

72 

101 

1, 163 

1,336 

North Carolina 

23 

4 

19 

495 

518 

North Dakota 

42 

33 

9 

9 

51 

Ohio 

217 

75 

142 

692 

909 

Oklahoma 

218 

181 

37 

37 

255 

Oregon 

11 

4 

7 

240 

251 

Pennsylvania 

315 

160 

155 

979 

1,294 

Rhode Island 

5 

0 

5 

88 

93 

South Carolina 

20 

4 

16 

222 

242 

South Dakota 

33 

24 

9 

55 

88 

Tennessee 

77 

17 

60 

262 

339 

Texas 

529 

529 

0 

0 

529 

Utah 

10 

6 

4 

61 

71 

Vermont 

26 

12 

14 

45 

71 

Virginia 

103 

27 

76 

438 

541 

Washington 

27 

11 

16 

414 

441 

West Virginia 

81 

81 

0 

0 

81 

Wisconsin 

121 

89 

32 

57 

178 

Wyoming 

40 

40 

0 

0 

40 

Virgin Islands 

1 

0 

1 

6 

7 

District of Columbia — ^all* 

14 

1 

13 

97 

111 


* Includes National and non-National banks in the District of Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of the 
Currency. 
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Table 4 


Applications for National bank charters* and charters issued* by States, calendar 1969 



Received'^ 

Approved 

Rejected 

Abandoned 

Pending 
Dec. 31, 1969 

Charters 

issued 


104 

33 

24 

2 

45 

16 




1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

Alaska 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Arizona 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Arkansas 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

California 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

Colorado i 

8 

4 

2 

0 

2 

2 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Florida 

20 

8 

3 

1 

8 

5 

Georgia 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Idaho 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Illinois 

5 

1 

0 

0 

4 

1 


1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Louisiana 

3 

0 

2 

0 

1 

0 

Maine 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Maryland 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Massachusetts 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 



1 

1 

0 

3 

0 

Minnesota 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Mississippi 

2 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Missouri 

3 

1 

0 

0 

2 

0 

Montana 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Nebraska 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Nevada 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

New Hampshire 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

New Jersey 

11 

2 

1 

0 

8 

1 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


3 

0 

1 

0 

2 

0 

North Carolina 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Oklahoma 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Rhode Island 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

South Dakota 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Tennessee 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 


21 

7 

7 

1 

6 

2 

Utah 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Vermont 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


4 

1 

2 

0 

1 

0 

Washington 

3 

0 

1 

0 

2 

1 

West Virginia 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

2 

Wisconsin 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

1 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 



♦Excludes conversions and corporate reorganizations, 
jlncludes 26 applications pending as of Dec. 31, 1968. 
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Table 5 

Applications for National bank charters to be issued pursuant to corporate reorganizations, and charters issued, by States, 

calendar 1969 



Received* 

Approved 

Rejected 

Abandoned 

Pending 
Dec. 31, 1969 

Charters 

issued 

United States 

55 

54 

0 

0 

1 

61 

Alabama 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Alaska. : 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Arizona 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Arkansas 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

California 

4 

4 

0 

0 

0 

5 

Colorado 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Connecticut 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Delaware 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

District of Columbia 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Florida 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Georgia 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

Hawaii 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Idaho 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Illinois 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

4 

Indiana 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

2 

Iowa 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

2 

Kansas 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

2 

Kentucky 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Louisiana 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Maine 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Maryland 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Massachusetts 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

3 

Michigan 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Minnesota 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Mississippi 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Missouri 

5 

5 

0 

0 

0 

3 

Montana 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Nebraska 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Nevada 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

New Hampshire 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

New Jersey. 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

1 

New Mexico 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

New York 

7 

7 

0 

0 

0 

6 

North CMolina 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

North Dakota 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Ohio 

4 

3 

0 

0 

1 

3 

Oklahoma 

4 

4 

0 

0 

0 

5 

Oregon 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Pennsylvania 

6 

6 

0 

0 

0 

6 

Rhode Island 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

1 

South Carolina 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

2 

South Dakota 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Tennessee 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Texas 

6 

6 

0 

0 

0 

5 

Utah 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Vermont 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Virginia 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

3 

Washington 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

West Virginia 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Wisconsin 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Wyoming 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


♦Includes 13 applications pending as of Dec. 31, 1968: 
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Table 6 


Appiicalions for conversion to National bank charters, and charters issued, by States, calendar 1969 



Received* 

Approved 

Rejected 

Abandoned 

Pending 

Dec. 31, 1969 

Charters 

issued 

United States 

22 

13 

1 

4 

4 

15 

Alabama 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

Alaska 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Arizona j 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Arkansas 1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

California j 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Colorado 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Connecticut ; 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Delaware ' 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

District of Columbia ! 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Florida | 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

Georgia 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Hawaii 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Idaho 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Illinois 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Indiana 

o 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

Iowa 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Kansas 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Kentucky 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Louisiana 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Maine ' 

i 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Maryland i 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Massachusetts 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Michigan 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

Minnesota 

2 

1 

0 

I 

0 

2 

Mississippi 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Missouri 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Montana 

2 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

Nebraska 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Nevada 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

New Hampshire 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

New Jersey 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

New Mexico 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

New York 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

North Carcdina . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

North Dakota 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Ohio 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Oklahoma 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Oregon 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Pennsylvania 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Rhode Island 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

South Carolina 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

South Dakota 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Tennessee 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Texas 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Utah 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Vermont 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Virginia 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Washington 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

West Virginia 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Wisconsin 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

3 

Wyoming 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 


* Includes 4 applications pending as of Dec. 31, 1968. 
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Table 7 


Branches of National banks, calendar 1969 



Branches in 
operation 

Dec. 31, 1968 

De novo 
branches 
opened for 
business 

Jan. 1-Dec. 31, 
1969 

Branches 
acquired 
through 
merger or 
conversion 

Jan. 1—Dec. 31, 
1969 

Existing 
branches 
discontinued 
or consolidated 
Jan. 1-Dec. 31, 
1969 

Branches 
in operation 
Dec. 31, 1969 

United States 

10, 800 

579 

299 

126 

1 1, 552 

Alabama 

165 

7 

1 

0 

173 

Alaska 

41 

3 

3 

0 

47 

Arizona 

186 1 

14 

0 

1 

199 

Arkansas 

76 

3 

0 

1 

78 

California 

2,218 

70 

12 

7 

2,293 

Colorado 

0 

2 

0 

0 

2 

Connecticut 

191 

14 

5 

5 

205 

Delaware 

4 

0 

0 

1 

3 

District of Columbia 

59 

2 

4 

1 

64 

Florida 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Georgia 

147 

10 

0 

2 

155 

Hawaii 

41 

1 

0 

35 

7 

Idtiho 

103 

5 

0 

2 

106 

Illinois 

25 

19 

0 

0 

44 

Indiana 

305 

13 

1 

1 

318 

Iowa 

50 

3 

0 

2 

51 

Kansas 

27 

1 

0 

1 

27 

Kentucky 

127 

8 

1 

1 

135 

Louisiana 

156 

12 

0 

1 

167 

Maine 

87 

5 

0 

1 

91 

Maryland 

227 

11 

1 

0 

239 

Massachusetts 

388 

17 

1 

0 

406 

Michigan 

511 

23 

4 

5 

533 

Minnesota 

6 

0 

0 

0 

6 

Mississippi 

117 

8 

5 

3 

127 

Missouri 

20 

0 

0 

0 

20 

Montana 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Nebraska 

20 

3 

0 

1 

22 

Nevada 

55 

1 

0 

0 

56 

New Hampshire 

33 

7 

5 

0 

45 

New Jersey 

518 

46 

39 

1 

602 

New Mexico 

60 

7 

0 

0 

67 

New York 

1, 108 

43 

17 

5 

1, 163 

North Carolina 

' 327 

35 

137 

4 

495 

North Dakota 

9 

0 

0 

0 

9 

Ohio 

644 

43 

7 

2 

692 

Oklahoma 

36 

1 

0 

0 

37 

Oregon 

236 

4 

0 

0 

240 

Pennsylvania 

939 

50 

10 

20 

979 

Rhode Island 

58 

2 

28 

0 

88 

South Carolina 

214 

10 

4 

6 

222 

South Dakota 

52 

1 

2 

0 

55 

Tennessee 

247 

15 

0 

0 

262 

Texas 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Utah 

57 

3 

1 

0 

61 

Vermont 

41 

3 

1 

0 

45 

Virginia 

423 

27 

4 

16 

438 

Washington 

392 

18 

5 

1 

414 

West Virginia 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Wisconsin 

48 

8 

1 

0 

57 

Wyoming 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Virgin Islands 

5 

1 

0 

0 

6 

District of Columbia — all* 

96 

2 

0 

1 

97 


* Includes National and non-National banks in the District of Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of 
the Currency. 

'■ Revised. 
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Table 8 


De novo branch applications of JVational banks, by States, calendar 1969 



Received'^ 

Approved 

Rejected 

Abandoned 

Pending 

Dec. 31, 1969 

United States 

1,391 

831 

i 200 

1 

94 

266 

Alabama 

18 

10 

3 

1 

4 

Alaska 

10 

3 

1 

0 

6 

Arizona 

27 

22 

2 

0 

3 

Arkansas 

5 

4 

1 

0 

0 

California 

212 

116 

49 

17 

30 

Colorado 

7 

4 

0 

0 

3 

Connecticut 

21 

11 

2 

1 

7 

Delaware 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

District of Columbia 

8 

3 

1 

1 

3 

Florida 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

^ . 1 
Georgia 

17 

15 

0 

0 

2 

Hawaii 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

Idaho 

8 

4 

2 

0 

2 

Illinois 

14 

11 

1 

0 

2 

Indiana 

26 

18 

4 

1 

3 

Iowa 

5 

4 

1 

0 

0 

Kansas 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

Kentucky 

11 

9 

0 

1 

1 

Louisitma 

13 

11 

0 

0 

2 

Maine 

10 

7 

1 

0 

2 

Maryland 

41 

21 

2 

4 

14 

Massachusetts 

24 

17 

0 

1 

6 

Michigan 

74 

38 

26 

1 

9 

Minnesota 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Mississippi 

23 

13 

4 

2 

4 

Missouri 

2 

1 

0 

1 

0 

Montana 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Nebraska 

3 

2 

0 

0 

1 

Nevada 

6 

5 

0 

1 

0 

New Hampshire 

9 

7 

1 

0 

1 

New Jersey 

208 

111 

40 

39 

18 

New Mexico 

10 

5 

0 

0 

5 

New York 

141 

62 

14 

12 

53 

North Carolina 

77 

50 

5 

3 

19 

North Dakota 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Ohio 

52 

42 

3 

2 

5 

Oklahoma 

5 

4 

0 

0 

1 

Oregon 

19 

13 

2 

0 

4 

Pennsylvania 

94 

68 

10 

0 

16 

Rhode Island 

5 

3 

0 

0 

2 

South Carolina 

16 

15 

0 

0 

1 

South Dakota. 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

Tennessee 

35 

25 

4 

2 

4 

Texas 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Utah 

8 

2 

1 

1 

4 

Vermont 

5 

4 

0 

0 

1 

Virginia 

60 

32 

7 

2 

19 

Washington 

44 

26 

11 

1 

6 

West Virginia 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Wisconsin 

8 

3 

2 

0 

3 

Wyoming 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Virgin Islands 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

District of Columbia — allf 

9 

4 

1 

1 

3 


^Includes 261 applications pending as of Dec; 31, 1968. 

flncludes National and non-National banks in the District of Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of the 
Currency. 
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Table 9 


De novo branches of National banks opened for business, by community size and by size of bank, calendar 1969 


Population of cities Branches 

Less than 5,000 131 

5.000 to 24,999 197 

25.000 to 49,999 77 

50.000 to 99,999 50 

100.000 to 249,999 41 

250.000 to 499,999 26 

500.000 to 1,000,000 24 

Over 1,000,000 33 


Total resources of banks {millions of dollars) Branches 
Less than 10.0 60 

10.0 to 24.9 95 

25.0 to 49.9 59 

50.0 to 99.9 67 

100.0 to 999.9 181 

Over 1,000.0 117 


Total 579 


Total 579 


Table 10 


Mergers,* calendar 1969 

Transactions 
involving 
two or more 
operatmg banks 


Other, pursuant 
to corporate 
reorganizations 


Applications carried over from 1968. . 

Applications received 1969 

Disposition of applications 1 969 ; 

Approved! 

Abandoned 

Applications pending December 1969. 
Transactions completed 1969: 

Mergers 

Consolidations 

Purchase of assets 


22 

84 

88 

4 

15 

58 

7 

15 


12 

58 

66 


57 

2 

0 


Total completed 80 59 

The aggregate total capital stock and capital accounts for the certificates issued are as follows: J 


Charter or 
purchasing bank 

Capital stock $565,061,989 

Capital accounts 1, 961, 390, 191 


Merging, consoli- 
dating, or 
selling bank 

$46, 153, 559 
150,524,413 


Combined 

$612, 384, 611 
2, 094, 421, 432 


♦Includes mergers, consolidations and purchase and sale transactions where the resulting bank 
is a National bank. 

■fincludes 3 applications approved but withdrawn due to litigation, 
iincludes only those transactions involving 2 or more operating banks. 


12 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stiouisfed.org/ 

Federai Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



IV. Bank Examinations and Related Activities 


The National Bank Act requires that each National 
bank be examined twice in each calendar year, but 
the Comptroller may, at his discretion, waive one such 
examination in a 2-year period or may make more fre- 
quent examinations if considered necessary. In addi- 
tion, the District Code authorizes the Comptroller to 
examine each non-National bank and trust company 
in the District of Columbia. 

This year was the most active in the history of the 
Comptroller’s Office. During the year ending Decem- 
ber 31, 1969, the Office examined 6,647 banks, 14,621 
branches and facilities, 1,746 trust departments and 
branches, and 194 affiliates. Three hundred and eighty- 
nine special examinations and visitations were made, 
investigations were conducted in connection with ap- 
plications for 63 new charters and 1,021 de vovo 
branches, and 18 State banks were examined in con- 
nection with conversions to National banks. 

Commercial examinations are made primarily to 
determine if a bank is solvent and operating within 
the framework of applicable banking laws. The ap- 
praisal of a bank’s loans and lending policies, invest- 
ments and investment policies, and the ability and 
capacity of its management constitute the most exact- 
ing phases of examination work. The examination 
encompasses every phase of banking activity. The re- 
sult is an evaluation of asset soundness, liquidity, in- 
ternal and external controls, earnings, capitalization, 
and management. 

In 1969, new examination procedures were effected 
in response to new public laws, notably the Bank Pro- 
tection Act and the “Truth in Lending” Act. Changes 
in banking techniques required modifications of the 
commercial report of examination. The report of con- 
dition, income report, and form of financial state- 
ments required by Part 18 of the Comptroller’s Regu- 
lations, were revised to provide uniform accounting 
and reporting to the three bank supervisory agencies 
for all banks in the dual banking system. For the first 
time in history, call reports, income reports, and finan- 
cial statements were prepared on a year-end consoli- 


dated basis. The commercial report of examination 
includes figures of the head office and domestic and 
foreign branches. The fully consolidated section in- 
cludes these figures plus data on domestic and foreign 
subsidiaries. 

Efforts were continued to improve the quality and 
efficiency of examinations. The Office is in process of 
preparing programmed instructions for training new 
recruits, and monitored on-the-job training is provided 
for new assistant examiners. This training and instruc- 
tion is supplemented by AIB and other appropriate 
bank schools. A comprehensive Examiner’s Handbook 
covering all areas of bank examination and examiner’s 
conduct was published in 1969 for internal use. 

The first advanced school for newly-commissioned 
examiners w'as held in 1969. and added significantly 
to our educational program. Well qualified instructors 
taught courses covering ail facets of commercial bank 
examinations, with special emphasis on the analysis 
of loans and investment securities. Considerable time 
was also devoted to courses on appraisal of asset qual- 
ity, diversification of risk, liquidity, capital adequacy, 
earnings, future prospects and bank management. 

An EDP Committee and three subcommittees were 
formed in 1969, to write standardized examination 
procedures, set minimum standards of output, and 
revise our EDP examination report forms. These com- 
mittees will communicate with banks, Federal super- 
visory agencies, and the National Association of 
Supervisors of State Banks (NASSB) in developing 
examination policies and procedures for EDP 
facilities. 

In 1969, the Comptroller’s Office was placed under 
an employment ceiling as part of the government’s 
efforts to hold back Federal employment and expendi- 
tures in the war against inflation. This required a re- 
duction of personnel by attrition and curtailment of 
employment until a designated level was reached. This 
level is substantially below the estimated number of 
examiners needed to comply with statutory examina- 
tion requirements for the 1970-71 examination cycle. 
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V. Litigation 


There was a sharp rise during calendar 1969 in the 
number of cases filed challenging administrative ac- 
tions or rulings of the Comptroller. Twenty-four cases 
were filed, more than were filed in 1967 and 1968 com- 
bined. There were 29 cases pending on January 1, 
1969; 14 cases were terminated during the year; and 
31 cases were pending at the end of calendar 1969. Of 
the 14 cases terminated, in only one was the Comptrol- 
ler’s ruling overturned by the courts. The more signifi- 
cant cases involved the following subjects: 

A. Incidental Powers Cases 

Three cases brought by competitors of National 
banks, alleging that the activities of particular Na- 
tional banks exceeded the authority contained in the 
incidental powers clause of the National Bank Act, 12 

U. S.C. § 24 (Seventh) , were decided by the Courts of 
Appeals. The only issue reached in each of these deci- 
sions was the standing, or the capacity of the bank’s 
competitor to maintain the litigation. In two identical 
cases, challenging the right of a National bank to offer 
data processing services to other banks and bank cus- 
tomers as permitted by the Comptroller, the Courts 
of Appeals disagreed on the standing of data process- 
ing service bureaus to bring the actions. In ADAPSO 

V. Camp, 406 F. 2d 837, the Eighth Circuit Court of 
Appeals ruled that the action could not be maintained; 
while, in The Wingate Corp. v. Industrial National 
Bank of Rhode Island, 408 F. 2d 1147, the First Cir- 
cuit Court of Appeals found that data processing serv- 
ice bureaus were permitted to bring such actions be- 
cause of the Bank Service Corporation Act of 1962. 
In the same opinion, however, the First Circuit denied 
standing to travel agents who contended, contrary to 
the Comptroller’s ruling, that National banks lacked 
the incidental power to operate a travel agency; but 
who could show no Congressional intent in the inci- 
dental powers clause, or any other statute, to protect 
travel agents from competition. Arnold Tours, Inc. v. 
Camp, 408 F. 2d 1147. All three cases were pending 
before the Supreme Court at the end of the year, and 

14 


the ADAPSO case had been argued and was awaiting 
decision. 

B. Other Banking Powers 

1. Collective Investment Funds. The Court of 

Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit upheld the 
authority of a National bank possessing trust powers to 
operate a commingled managing agency account. 
Camp v. Investment Company Institute, D.C. Cir. No. 
21,662. The case involved a common agency fund es- 
tablished by First National City Bank of New York 
with the specific approval of the Comptroller, the Se- 
curities and Exchange Commission, and the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve Board. Two judges 
of the Court expressed “reservation amounting to vir- 
tual disbelief” in the standing of the plaintiff mutual 
fund industry to bring this action. Chief Judge Bazelon 
noted that the commingled managing agency account 
was “a descendent of the individual managing agency 
account and the common trust fund, fitting within the 
traditional authority of banks to manage other people’s 
money in a fiduciary capacity.” All three judges con- 
curred in finding that the approval given by each of 
the Federal agencies involved was within its respective 
statutory authority. The Investment Company Insti- 
tute and the National Association of Securities Dealers 
each petitioned the Supreme Court for review, but, as 
of the end of the calendar year, the Supreme Court 
had not determined whether it would hear the case. 

2. Acting as Insurance Agent. The Solicitor Gen- 
eral determined not to seek certiorari from the decision 
of the Court of Appeals in Camp v. Georgia Associa- 
tion of Independent Insurance Agents, 399 F. 2d 1010 
(5th Cir. 1968), and that decision thus became final. 

3. Receiving Interest on Credit Card Transac- 
tions. The State of Idaho brought two actions 

against the Comptroller and two National banks head- 
quartered in Boise, Idaho. Idaho v. First Security Bank, 
N.A. and Camp, Civil No. 1-69-83; Idaho v. The 
Idaho First National Bank and Camp, Civil No. 
1-69-101. The State contends that each of the Na- 
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tional banks involved charge, on certain credit card 
transactions, an interest rate higher than that which 
State banks could charge on similar transactions. The 
Comptroller is made a defendant because he has in- 
terpreted Section 30 of the National Bank Act, 12 

U. S.C. § 85, to permit National banks to charge the 
same interest rate as any competing State institution, 
e.g., a small loan company, could charge on similar 
loans. No proceedings other than the filing of the com- 
plaints occurred during 1969. 

C. New Banks 

1. Cases Brought by Competitors. Three cases 

were filed against the Comptroller’s Office by existing 
banks who alleged that the Comptroller’s chartering of 
a new competing National bank was unlawful. In 
Oceanside Bank v. Camp, S.D. Fla., Civil No. 69-533, 
the complaint alleged that the new bank, because of 
its affiliation with existing banks through common 
stock ownership, created a monopoly of the greater 
Pompano Beach banking market in violation of the 
antitrust laws. The action against the Comptroller was 
dismissed because the plaintiff competing bank lacked 
standing, and because the action constituted an un- 
consented suit against the United States. The other 
two cases. Sterling National Bank of Davie v. Camp, 
S.D. Fla., Civil No. 69-654; and Humble State Bank 

V. Camp, S.D. Texas, Civil No. 69-H-1209, were 
pending at the end of the year on motions by the 
Comptroller to dismiss for lack of standing, or, in the 
alternative, to grant judgment for the Comptroller 
because the record developed by the Comptroller’s 
Office in processing the applications showed the Comp- 
troller’s decision to be rational and lawful. 

2. Cases Brought by Applicants. At the end of 

1 969, three actions were pending by organizers of pro- 
posed National banks challenging the refusal of the 
Comptroller to charter applied-for banks. Olsen v. 
Camp, E.D. Mich., Civil No. 31804; Klanke v. Camp, 
S.D. Texas, Civil No. 69-H-1033; and Pitts v. Camp, 

D. S.C., Civil No. 69-979. In the Olsen case the Comp- 
troller asked the court to dismiss the complaint, con- 
tending that the National Bank Act gives the Comp- 
troller exclusive and unreviewable discretion to reject 
a National bank charter application. The district court 
ruled against the Comptroller on that issue, but, at the 
end of the year, was considering the Comptroller’s mo- 
tion for reconsideration or, in the alternative, for an 
appeal on this issue to the court of appeals. There were 
no proceedings, other than the filing of the complaints, 
in the other two cases during 1969. 


The Comptroller, in his capacity as a director of 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, was also 
named a defendant in a suit in Michigan, alleging that 
the FDIC had improperly failed to grant insurance to 
a newly-chartered State bank. Blackwood v. FDIC, 
E.D. Mich., Civil No. 32998. The FDIC approved the 
application for insurance after the litigation was filed, 
and the suit was dismissed. Of incidental note, a bank 
affiliated with the applicants in the Olsen and Black- 
wood cases brought a similar action against the Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve Board, alleging 
that the Board had improperly denied a branch appli- 
cation, and this action was still pending at the end of 
the year. State Bank of Michigan v. Board of Gover- 
nors, W.D. Mich., Civil No. 6053. 

These five actions are believed to be the first ever 
brought against the Comptroller’s Office, the FDIC, or 
the Federal Reserve Board by rejected applicants for 
new banks or branches. 

D. Main Office Relocations 

Five cases were pending against the Comptroller at 
the end of 1969 involving the Comptroller’s approval 
of the relocation of a National bank’s main office. In 
Marion National Bank v. Camp, 7th Cir., Nos. 17078 
and 17114, the Court of Appeals held that the Comp- 
troller could not approve simultaneous applications by 
a State-chartered bank to convert to a National asso- 
citation, to relocate its main office to the county seat, 12 
miles away, and to retain a branch at the site of its 
former main office. The Court of Appeals opinion ap- 
parently did permit the conversion and relocation of 
the bank, if the branch application were withdrawn. 
A contrary result was reached in The Ramapo Bank 
V. Camp, D. N.J., No. 18,022, where the court upheld 
the Comptroller’s approval of a National bank’s simul- 
taneous applications to relocate its main office to a 
different town, 2.3 miles away, and to retain its former 
main office as a branch. The Ramapo case was ap- 
pealed, and, at year-end, was awaiting decision by the 
Third Circuit Court of Appeals. Three other similar 
actions were filed in New Jersey in 1969, and were still 
pending at year-end. 

E. Branches 

The Supreme Court, in Camp v. Dickinson, O. T. 
1969, No. 34, ruled that an armored car, used by a Na- 
tional bank in Florida to pick up and deliver funds 
from customers of the bank, and an off-premises night 
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depository, each constituted a “branch,” as that term 
is defined in the National Bank Act, 12 U.S.G. § 36(f) . 
The Court rejected the argument advanced by the Na- 
tional Association of Supervisors of State Banks, in an 
amicus curiae brief, that State law defined what was 
a branch of a National bank, but held that the armored 
car and receptacle were branches because “deposits” 
were received, within the meaning of 12 U.S.C. 
§ 36(f). The opinion has created some confusion as 
to whether similar armored car operations would be 
branches in States where armored cars may be oper- 
ated by State banks. 

In First Citizens Bank & T rust Co. v. Camp, 409 F. 
2d 1086 (4th Cir.), the Court of Appeals upheld the 
Comptroller’s approval of branches of two National 
banks based solely upon court review of the record de- 
veloped by the Comptroller’s Office in processing the 
two ai)plications. The Court of Appeals reaffirmed its 
earlier determination in First National Bank of Smith- 
field v. Saxon, 352 F. 2d 267 (4th Cir. 1966), that the 
Comptroller need not conduct a formal adversary hear- 
ing, but overruled its holding that the Comptroller 
need not, in approving a branch of a National bank, 
make the same findings, concerning need for the new 
branch, that the State Bank Commissioner would have 
to make in approving a branch of a State-chartered 
bank. The decision in a similar case involving this issue. 
Industrial State Bank and Trust Co, v. Camp, 284 F. 
Supp. 900 (W.D. Mich., 1967), became moot when 
the contested branch application was withdrawn, and 
the Court of Appeals directed that the lower court de- 
cision be vacated. 

In Ohio Bank & Savings Co. v. T ri-County National 
Bank, 411 F. 2d 801 (6th Cir.), another branch 
approval by the Comptroller was upheld solely upon 
review of the record of the proceedings before the 
Comptroller. The court held that the Comptroller had 
correctly interpreted the Ohio statute to permit the 
bank involved to branch in three different counties. 
The Comptroller’s interpretation of State statutes, sim- 
ilarly, was upheld in Leuthold v. Camp, 405 F. 2d 499 
(9th Cir.), and in Oakland National Bank v. Camp, 
E.D. Mich., Civil No. 32133. In the Oakland case the 
court held that a branch bank might be established 
just across the boundary of a city in which the branch 
would have been prohibited. 

A new branch statute became effective in New Jer- 
sey on July 17, 1969, and on that day the Comptroller 
approved 48 applications for branches by National 
banks in New Jersey, and disapproved 18 such appli- 
cations. Three of these approvals resulted in lawsuits 
by competing or potentially competing banks challeng- 
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ing the Comptroller’s action as arbitrary or otherwise 
unlawful. Montclair National Bank & Trust Co. v. 
Camp, D. N.J., Civil No. 1004-69; Pompton Valley 
Bank v. Camp, D. N.J., Civil No. 1049-69; Springfield 
State Bank v. National State Bank of Elizabeth, D. 
N.J., No. 846-69. All three cases were still pending, 
with no decision, on December 31, 1969. 

F. Merger Cases 

In 1969, the Comptroller was a party to five merger 
cases. Three of these cases were litigated to judgment 
and the district court, in each case, upheld the Comp- 
troller and found the merger to be lawful. One of the 
other two cases is presently being prepared for trial, 
and the last was settled by consent decree. 

One of the three cases won in the trial court has been 
terminated, with no appeal by the Antitrust Division. 
In another, the Justice Department has noticed an 
appeal and filed its jurisdictional statement. In the 
third, time for appeal has not yet run, and the merger 
has been stayed pending decision by the Justice 
Department. 

On June 27, 1969, U.S. v. The First National Bank 
of Jackson, 301 F. Supp. 1161 (S.D. Miss. 1969) was 
decided in favor of the Comptroller and the banks. 
This was a potential competition case involving the ac- 
quisition of a small rural bank by the larger First Na- 
tional Bank of Jackson. In its opinion upholding the 
merger, the court found, in essence, that the area of 
the acquired bank was overbanked so First National of 
Jackson was not a likely potential de novo entrant, and 
thus there could be no adverse effect on potential com- 
petion. The court further found that the entrance by 
merger of the Jackson bank would meet the conven- 
ience and needs of the area of the acquired bank and 
the State of Mississippi as well, clearly outweighing any 
assumed anticompetitive effects. In a judgment en- 
tered the same day, the court dissolved and lifted the 
automatic injunction and the merger was consum- 
mated. The decision was not appealed. 

United States v. The First National Bank of 
Maryland (Civ. No. 19801 D. Md. 1969) was a second 
potential competition case involving a large Baltimore- 
based bank acquiring a leading bank in a suburban 
county. The district court found, among other things, 
that it was not economically feasible for the Baltimore 
bank to branch de novo into the county, and that such 
a branch might subject First National to lawsuits 
brought by any of the other three similarly-named 
county banks, under a Maryland statute prohibiting 
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confusion of names, and that the entry of the Baltimore 
bank would not raise barriers to the entry of any other 
banks. The banks were not potential competitors, and, 
therefore, the merger did not have the anticompetitive 
effects proscribed by § 7 of the Clayton Act. The court 
further found that even assuming the existence of the 
anticompetitive effects alleged by plaintiff, such effects 
were clearly outweighed by the merger in meeting the 
convenience and needs of the community. The banks 
have consented to the continuance of the automatic 
stay during the 60-day appeal period. The Depart- 
ment of Justice has not yet made a decision on an 
appeal. 

In U.S. V. Phillipsburg National Bank andT rust Co., 
Civil No. 56-68 (N.D. N.J. 1969), the court found 
that, even though the merging banks were across the 
street from one another, they were so small that the 
merger had little, if any, anticompetitive effect. The 
court pointed out that the merger would allow for the 
hiring of competent management personnel and pro- 
vide much needed trust services and a higher lending 
limit, thus meeting the convenience and needs of the 
community, and clearly outweighing any anticompeti- 
tive effects. In entering judgment in favor of the 
defendants and intervenor, the court limited the auto- 
matic injunction to 40 days pending appeal. The 
Department of Justice has filed notice of appeal. 

On December 26, 1969, a consent judgment, agreed 
to by the Department of Justice and the banks, was 
entered in U.S. v. Deposit Guaranty National Bank, 
S.D. Miss. Civil No. 4311. The judgment allowed the 
merger, but required defendant Deposit Guaranty, for 
the next 10 years, to obtain permission from the Attor- 


ney General before acquiring any additional 
Mississippi banks. 

G. Miscellaneous Litigation 

Protracted litigation brought by the creditors of the 
San Francisco National Bank, declared insolvent by 
the Comptroller on January 22, 1965, was finally 
settled by order of the United States District Court on 
January 13, 1969. In another case involving a receiver- 
ship, the court held that it lacked jurisdiction to review 
the Comptroller’s finding of insolvency of a National 
bank and subsequent appointment of a receiver. State 
National Bank of Lovelady v. Kennedy, E.D. Texas, 
Civil No. 4999. In a somewhat analogous case, the 
courts refused to overturn the Comptroller’s appoint- 
ment of a conservator of a National bank and the 
conservator’s subsequent sale of the bank’s assets. In 
the Matter of the Conservatorship of the Wellsville 
National Bank, 409 F. 2d 223 (3d Cir.) . 

The procedures for approving bank mergers were 
challenged in two cases brought by dissenting share- 
holders of the acquired bank. The court, in Cooke v. 
Camp, W.D. N. C., Civil No. 1063, dismissed a com- 
plaint alleging that the Comptroller had failed to 
grant plaintiff a hearing, and had failed properly to 
investigate the proposed management of the merged 
bank. The courts also rejected, in Rogers v. First 
National Bank of St. George, 410 F. 2d 519 (4th Cir.), 
a complaint alleging irregularities in the shareholder 
vote, certified to the Comptroller as approving the 
merger by the necessary majority. 
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VI. Fiduciary Activities of National Banks 


During 1969, National bank trust departments con- 
tinued the significant growth which has been charac- 
teristic of recent years, recording increases in both 
amounts of assets held, and numbers of accounts ad- 
ministered. Asset holdings became increasingly com- 
plex, reflecting, in part, a movement toward more 
growth-oriented accounts, in response to customer de- 
mand. A number of National banks decided to apply 
for permission to open trust departments. During the 
year, 52 National banks made application for fiduciary 
powers, and 34 were approved. In addition, six State 
banks with trust departments converted to National 
charters. Taking into account losses through mergers 
and consolidations, the number of National banks au- 
thorized to exercise fiduciary powers had, by year-end, 
risen from 1919 to 1932. 

The Trust Division took several steps designed to 
keep pace with these trends and to improve the Of- 
fice’s performance of its responsibilities in that area. 
The Manual of Instructions for Representatives in 
Trusts was revised to update instructions and refer- 
ences, and to incorporate new standards and proce- 
dures. This included additional instructions on the 
examination of smaller trust departments, which sim- 
plify reporting procedures. Revised procedures for the 
examination of employee benefit trusts administered 
by National banks were also included to permit con- 
tinued careful scrutiny of these accounts, even though 
numbers and asset totals continue to climb. Statistics 
will be gathered from these examination figures, and 
useful information from them may be published peri- 
odically. It is appropriate that this Office should pro- 


vide leadership in the field of employee benefit trusts 
because it supervises trust departments with more such 
accounts, holding more assets, than any other banking 
agency. 

In October, a week-long workshop was conducted in 
Washington for the senior trust examiners from each 
Region; 34 attended. The primary purpose was to pro- 
vide instruction in investment analysis, a field where, 
because of the appearance of non-rated securities in 
investment portfolios, increased capability is desirable. 
The implementation of the revised employee benefit 
reporting system was also discussed and explained. 
There was also an in-depth analysis of current exami- 
nation problems, and a minimum standard of output 
for computerized departments was developed. 

During 1969, three persons were promoted to the 
position of Representative in Trusts, the highest level 
of qualification for trust examiners, and 15 were ad- 
vanced to the intermediate position of Associate in 
Trusts. Plans were made for a school for new assist- 
ants, to be held in 1970, in Washington, D.C. 

As a result of continued close cooperation with the 
Federal Reserve Board and the FDIC, the uniform 
trust department annual report, first employed for 
1968, was utilized by the agencies for the year 1969, 
with only minor modifications. Based on the responses 
to the previous report, the agencies jointly published a 
booklet, entitled Trust Assets of Insured Commercial 
Banks — 1968, which provided comprehensive data on 
the nature and amounts of trust department holdings. 
It is hoped that such publications may, hereafter, be 
made regularly. 
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VII. International Banking and Finance 


In contrast to 1967 and 1968, 1969 was a year of 
cautious adjustment and consolidation for the world 
of international finance. The two major currency 
realignments of 1969 did not generate disruption like 
that following the devaluation of sterling in 1967. 

Both the devaluation of the French franc, by 12.5 
percent, effective August 11, and the revaluation of 
the Deutsche mark, by 9.29 percent, effective Septem- 
ber 29, followed months of consideration and discus- 
sion. The world’s financial community had come to 
regard the changes as inevitable and, as a result, there 
was no overreaction, nor was there a rush, by closely 
related economies, to follow suit. Perhaps the best 
indication of the relative stability of the exchange 
markets is that the free market price of gold dipped 
below the official price support level of $35 per ounce 
in late 1969. 

Against this background of international monetary 
developments, National banks continued their overseas 
expansion. Seventy-four new foreign branches were 
opened by 27 different National banks, 21 of which 
were branching overseas for the first time. One branch 
was converted into a subsidiary. Foreign branches of 
National banks now total 428, and account for 93 
percent of the total foreign branches of U.S. banks. On 
December 31, 1969, the total resources of foreign 
branches of National banks were $28.2 billion, com- 
pared to $16.0 billion in 1968. Nassau was the site of 
great branching activity in 1969. A total of 20 branches 
of National banks were in operation at year-end, and 
another 10 were pending. London is now the site of 
14 branches of National banks, with 4 more pending. 

During 1969, American banks continued to utilize 
their foreign branches as a source of Eurodollars to 
meet loan demands abroad, and to provide temporary 
additions to head-office liquidity. At the end of the 


year, head office “borrowings” from foreign branches 
of National banks totaled $8.5 billion, up from $3.5 bil- 
lion the year before. This increase occurred despite 
restrictive revisions of regulations D and M by the 
Federal Reserve Board which made such funds more 
expensive. Checks issued by, or on behalf of, foreign 
branches against their accounts at their head offices 
were included in gross demand deposits when com- 
puting reserve requirements, in an attempt to restrict 
Eurodollar float. Furthermore, deposits obtained from, 
and assets placed with, foreign branches by their 
head offices, in excess of their May 1969 level, have 
been made subject to reseiwe requirements. 

During the year the number of National banks 
operating Edge or agreement subsidiaries increased 
from 28 to 32. A total of 41 Edge corporations and 
two agreement subsidiaries were maintained. In addi- 
tion, a number of regional National banks participate 
in a jointly-owned Edge Act subsidiary conducting an 
international banking business headquartered in New 
York City. 

U.S. banks have continued to join with their counter- 
parts around the world in establishing development 
and medium-term credit banks. However, they demon- 
strated even greater interest in establishing networks 
of “financieras,” or personal loan and leasing com- 
panies, in given countries. A major new frontier of 
international banking in 1969 was the offshore mutual 
fund. A number of applications to invest in manage- 
ment companies have been approved, and various pro- 
posed links with funds are pending approval. During 
1969, National banks also launched a concerted effort 
to penetrate the Australian market through the 
medium of merchant banks, finance companies, and 
medium-term credit institutions. 
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Foreign branches of National banks. 



11 

region and country, Dec. 31, 1969 


Region and country 


Europe — Continued 

Luxembourg 

Netherlands 

Northern Ireland 

Switzerland 

Africa 

Liberia 

Nigeria 

Near East 

Lebanon 

Saudi Arabia 

Trucial States 

Far East 

Hong Kong 

India 

Indonesia 

Japan 

Korea 

Malaysia 

Pakistan 

Philippines 

Singapore 

Taiwan 

Thailand 

Viet-Nam 

U.S. overseas areas and trust territories 

Canal Zone 

Guam 

Marshall Islands 

Okinawa 

Puerto Rico 

Truk Islands 

Virgin Islands 

Total 


Number 



Military banking facilities 


31 



VIII. Administrative and Management 

Developments 


During 1969, the Office of the Comptroller of the 
Currency continued to refine administrative opera- 
tions and procedures. The five divisions under the 
Administrative Assistant to the Comptroller worked 
together to achieve a sound administrative program 
for the Office. 

The Fiscal Management Division has attempted to 
provide the Office with a comprehensive and timely 
financial management information system. By the be- 
ginning of 1969, such a program was operational. That 
program has sought out areas of inefficient operation 
in order to produce an effective and sound financial 
management system. 

The year 1969 saw the conversion from manual to 
machine accounting. This was accomplished with a 
minimum of difficulty, and the rest of the year was 
spent refining machine programs and operations to 
obtain output as efficiently as possible. The format of 
reports has been revised and expanded to improve the 
quality of financial and budget data. Further refine- 
ments of the means of collecting and processing data 
were under way at the end of 1969 and are to be com- 
pleted in 1970. 

Several subsidiary programs in the mechanization 
of accounting operations were completed. The most 
significant of those was the inventory of capitalized 
nonexpendable property. Results of a complete physical 
inventory were reconciled with existing manual files; 
machine listings, showing information such as property 
number, description, initial cost, depreciation, etc., 
were obtained. These accounting controls, along with 
improved property management procedures, are in- 
tended to simplify property management. 

One of the Fiscal Management Division’s most 
important responsibilities is employee travel. This in- 
volves a continuous review of travel policies and regu- 
lations as ^^•ell as payment of employee travel expense 
claims. Evaluation and refinement of the previous 
year’s new travel regulations was the major concern in 
1969, although some basic policy changes were 
instituted. 


The Fiscal Management Division continued its 
intensive review and analysis of cash forecasting and 
cash flow in order to maximize investment income. 
This program, in conjunction with unusually high 
interest rates, has produced not only the highest dollar 
investment income in the history of the Comptroller’s 
Office, but also the greatest percentage increase in any 
one year. 

Since its inception, the Fiscal Management Division 
has absorbed three statutory pay increases and has 
reduced salary costs by approximately $60,000 by re- 
ducing its work force by nine employees through 
attrition. 

The year 1969 was the first full year of a computer- 
ized payroll operation. That program, a joint effort of 
Fiscal Management, Management Services, and Per- 
sonnel Division, was nationwide. The initial conver- 
sion required complex coordination, yet there were 
only minimal problems, and the entire operation began 
on schedule. That conversion has proven extremely 
beneficial to the Comptroller’s Office. In addition to 
cost and manpower savings, the system provides man- 
agement and supervisors with additional useful 
information. 

The Personnel Division continued to explore new 
programs to provide for a more progressive personnel 
management program. A merit promotion program 
was established for non-examining personnel to insure 
that employees were made aware of promotion oppor- 
tunities, and that selections were made from among 
the best qualified. 

The Trainee Progress Report for Assistant National 
Bank Examiners was revised and the procedures 
streamlined. All essential information for quarterly 
reporting and for the 6-month progress report is now 
recorded on a single form and submitted to Washing- 
ton for easier processing, evaluation, and storage. 

A cooperative work-study program, launched early 
in 1969, sought to train and develop college calibre 
individuals for future professional positions with the 
Office. The program was designed to employ junior 
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and senior college students on an alternating work and 
study schedule. By the end of the year the Office had 
30 financial interns. 

A review of administrative organization and posi- 
tions was completed, resulting in new functional and 
organizational charts. Descriptions were developed for 
most positions, duties clarified, and surplus positions 
and workload needs identified. The docimientation of 
positions also served to identify pay inequities, and pro- 
vided a more meaningful basis for recruitment, pro- 
motions, and performance requirements. A study of 
clerical positions in two regions was initiated to iden- 
tify those functions and positions common to all 
regions. The objective is to document the duties and 
responsibilities of standard positions and to develop 
appropriate grade patterns and career ladders. 

Fact finding was completed and recommendations 
were made to provide a formal pay policy for all 
positions. Those recommendations have been made to 
provide a systematic approach to determine grade 
levels for all positions while retaining the flexibility to 
meet any management needs peculiar to the Office of 
the Comptroller of the Currency. 

Fact finding was completed on a study of Bank 
Examiner positions in one region. In conjunction with 
the Regional Administrator, a proposed regional 
staffing pattern was developed to determine grade pat- 
tern and manpower requirements based on workload. 
The implementation of that proposal will result in a 
more equitable pay system for Bank Examiners, and 
produce more effective manpower utilization. One 
aspect of that study was to explore the concept of the 
Examiner-in-Charge in large examinations, to deter- 
mine if sufficient emphasis is given to the “managerial” 
function. 

A supervisory handbook, outlining supervisors’ basic 
responsibilities in personnel and other administrative 
functions, was drafted in 1969. It emphasized the ob- 
jectives, principles, and guidelines to be followed in 
day-to-day dealings with employees. The handbook 
supplements a basic training course for supervisors 
currently being developed. 


In 1969, space management continued to be a prime 
activity of the Administrative Services Division. Four 
regional offices were relocated and commitments were 
made to move another three, thus completing a major 
relocation program initiated in 1964. Four new sub- 
regional offices were established and several others 
were relocated. Renovation and space reassignment in 
our Washington offices resulted in a more efficient 
utilization of space, facilities, and personnel. 

The reorganization of the Administrative Services 
Division, begun in 1968, has been completed. New 
positions in the area of supply and property manage- 
ment have been established and filled by qualified 
personnel, thus increasing efficiency. A program of 
firm internal operating procedures and publication of 
directives implementing those procedures began in 
1969. The program of records management and dis- 
posal progressed satisfactorily during 1969. 

During 1969, the Internal Audit Division expanded 
its area of inquiry into financial matters, organizational 
entities, and operations. Professional accountants were 
recruited to alleviate the need for highly qualified per- 
sonnel. The audit staff was individually scheduled for 
senior and semi-senior audit training classes presented 
by the Interagency Auditor Training Center. 

In 1969, the Management Services Division 
broadened its scope of activities to include visitations 
to regional offices for purposes of analyzing and im- 
proving administrative procedures in the field. During 
those field visits, attempts were made to assess regional 
needs as they relate to the Washington office, and to 
set goals that ultimately will improve operations 
nationwide. 

In automation, computer programmers were selected 
to provide greater support services to other elements of 
the Office. Certain manual operations, including 
selected call report items, foreign branch records, 
assessment returns, audit, and other economic and 
statistical reports, were computerized. At year-end, 
automation of other major projects was under 
consideration. 
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IX. Financial Operations of the Office 
of the Comptroller of the Currency 


Financial operations during calendar 1969 resulted 
in the further strengthening of the financial stability 
of this Office. Total income amounted to $32.6 million, 
a new high and an increase of 23.5 percent over 1968. 
This growth in income was largely due to the $33.2 
billion rise in assets of the National Banking System 
and the increase in the semi-annual assessment rate 
which became effective with the June 1969 call report. 
Assessment income totaled $27.9 million, which 
amounts to an advance of $5.2 million over the pre- 
vious year. 

Another income item showing substantial improve- 
ment over 1968 was interest on investments, which ad- 
vanced to $1,375,000, an increase of 34.2 percent for 
the year. The increment in investment income came as 
a result of continued close scrutiny of cash require- 
ments and, of course, the unusually high interest rates 
experienced during the year. Investment income con- 
tributed more than a third of the $3.8 million net in- 
come for 1969. 

Income from trust examinations showed an increase 
of $352,000 as a result of a greater number of examina- 
tions during the year, coupled with higher fees, effec- 
tive July 1969, to cover advancing costs. Branch 
investigation income was up by $179,000, owing to a 
25 percent increase in branch applications and the 
establishment of a fixed fee, at midyear, for each 
application received. 

Income from charter and merger and consolidation 
fees was another major source of income and amounted 
to $447,000. Applications for new bank charters 
showed a small increase over the previous year. Income 


derived from special examinations continued to con- 
tribute to income growth. For the most part, all other 
income categories revealed modest gains for the year. 

Expenses for the Office aggregated $28.8 million, a 
16.9 percent increase over the $24.6 million in 1968, 
but a lower rate than the increase in income. This 
represents a reversal over the past 2 years, during 
which expenses increased at a higher rate than did 
income. 

Salaries, personnel benefits, and travel expenses 
amounted to $27.0 million, which was 94 percent of 
the total expenses for the year. These expenses ac- 
counted for 93 percent of the increase in operating 
costs for the year. Contributing factors to this rise 
were: (1) a full year under the pay increase granted 
in 1968 and 6 months under the final increment of the 
Postal Revenue and Federal Salary Act of 1967, which 
averaged 10 percent for this Office; (2) a 3.6 percent 
rise in the total number of employees; and, (3) an 
upward adjustment of per diem and other travel allow- 
ances to adequately compensate employees for sub- 
stantially higher costs of traveling. 

The remaining expenses totaled $1.8 million, an in- 
crease of $285,000, consisting mainly of higher office 
rental costs, renovation and relocation of some regional 
offices, and increased printing requirements. 

This equity account is in reality a reserve for con- 
tingencies. At $17.3 million, the equity represents a 634 
month’s reserve for operating expenses, based on the 
level of expenses over the last 6 months of 1969. Net 
income in 1969 amounted to $3.8 million. 
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Table 12 

OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER OF THE CURRENCY 
BALANCE SHEET 

December 31 

Assets 1969 1 968 

Current assets: 

Cash $196,540 $68,784 

Obligations of U.S. Government at cost (approximate market value) 8,419,153 5,036,543 

Accounts receivable 77,015 43,499 

Accrued interest 321,764 215,758 

Travel advances 375,598 342,261 

Prepaid expenses and other assets 53, 494 31, 342 

Total current assets 9, 443, 564 5, 738, 187 

Obligations of U.S. Government, at cost (approximate market value $11,976,000 and $1 1,691,000). 13, 115,282 12,388, 124 


Fixed assets, at cost: 

Furniture and fixtures 779,966 721,106 

Office machinery and equipment 389, 679 374, 314 

1, 169, 645 1, 095, 420 

Less accumulated depreciation 481, 757 397, 648 

687, 888 697, 772 

Total assets 23,246,734 18,824,083 

Liabilities and Comptroller’s Equity 

Current liabilities: 

Accounts payable 201,387 106,073 

Salary deductions and withholdings 78,139 80,928 

Accrued travel and salary 1,393,328 1,143,142 

Total current liabilities 1, 672, 854 1, 330, 143 

Accumulated annual leave I, 577, 011 1, 358, 428 

Closed receivership funds 2, 708, 387 2, 708, 266 

Total liabilities 5, 958, 252 5, 396, 837 

Comptroller’s equity 17, 288, 482 1 3, 427, 246 

Total liabilities and Comptroller’s equity 23, 246, 734 18, 824, 083 
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Table 13 

OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER OF THE CURRENCY 


STATEMENT OF REVENUE, EXPENSES 
AND COMPTROLLER’S EQUITY 


Revenue: 

Semi-annual assessments 

Examinations and investigations 

Examination reports sold 

Revenues from investments 

Other 


Expenses: 

Stilary 

Retirement and other contributions 

Per diem 

Travel 

Rent and maintenance 

Supplies 

Printing, reproduction and subscriptions 

Depreciation 

Remodeling 

Office machine repairs and rentals 

Communications 

Moving and shipping 

Employees education and training 

Other 


Excess revenue over expenses 

Comptroller’s equity at beginning of year 

Comptroller’s eqiuty at end of year 


Year ended December 31 


1969 

1968 

$27, 939, 249 

2, 525, 087 
497, 560 

1, 374, 760 
288, 224 

$22, 702, 406 
1, 922, 967 
511,860 
1, 024, 660 
259, 173 

32, 624, 880 

26, 421, 066 

21, 133, 705 

1, 568, 850 

2, 838, 279 

1, 470, 600 

366, 699 
69, 551 
333, 246 
115,328 
94, 375 
90, 246 
306, 600 
123, 334 
135,007 
117,824 

18, 046, 635 

1, 357, 766 

2, 373, 267 
1, 361, 706 

300, 057 
68, 214 
262, 317 
100, 899 
27, 634 
102, 436 
235, 565 
77, 182 
181,978 
110,487 

28, 763, 644 

24, 606, 143 

3,861,236 

13,427,246 

1, 814, 923 
11,612,323 

17,288,482 

13,427,246 


Table 14 

OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER OF THE CURRENCY 
STATEMENT OF SOURCE AND APPLICATION OF FUNDS 


Funds were provided by: 

Excess revenue over expenses 

Add charges not requiring current outlay of funds: 

Depreciation 

Net increase in accumuiated annual leave 

Net loss on sales of fixed assets 

Net decrease in investment in long term U.S. Government obligations 

Net receipts of closed receivership funds 

Total funds provided 

Fimds were applied to: 

Net increase in investment in long term U.S; Government obligations 

Purchases of furniture and fixtures 

Purchases of machinery and equipment 

Total funds applied 

Excess of fimds provided over funds applied, representing an increase in working capital 


Year ended December 31 


1969 

1968 

$3, 861, 236 

$1, 814, 923 

115,328 

100, 899 

218, 583 

132, 800 

12, 679 

3, 765 


1,771,609 

121 

3,739 

4, 207, 947 

3, 827, 735 

727 1.59 

92; 483 

68, 834 

25, 639 

66, 592 

845, 281 

135, 426 

3, 362, 666 

3, 692, 309 
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OPINION OF INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANT 


To the Comptroller of the Currency 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency 

In our opinion, the accompanying balance sheet, the related statement of reve- 
nue, expenses and Comptroller’s equity and the statement of source and application 
of funds present fairly the financial position of the Office of the Comptroller of the 
Currency at December 31, 1969 and the results of its operations and the supple- 
mentary information on funds for the year then ended, in conformity with generally 
accepted accounting principles applied on a basis consistent with that of the pre- 
ceding year. Our examination of these statements was made in accordance with 
generally accepted auditing standards and accordingly included such tests of the 
accounting records and such other auditing procedures as we considered necessary 
in the circumstances. 

PRICE WATERHOUSE & CO. 

Washington, D.C. 

February 20, 1970 
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Merger* Decisions, 1969 

/. Mergers consummated, involving two or more operating banks* 


Jan. 6, 1969: Page 

The First and Farmers National Bank of Somerset, 
Somerset, Ky. 

Peoples Bank, Science Hill, Ky. 

Purchase 37 

Jan. 10, 1969; 

Somerset Hills National Bank, Basking Ridge, N.J. 

County Bank and Trust Company of Somerset, 
Franklin Township, N.J. 

Merger 38 

Jan. 17, 1969: 

Cumberland County National Bank and Trust 
Company, New Cumberland, Pa. 

Peoples Bank of Enola, Enola, Pa. 

Merger 40 

Feb. 1, 1969: 

The Citizens and Southern National Bank of South 
Carolina, Charleston, S.C. 

The Peoples National Bank of Conway, Conway, 

S.C. 

Merger 41 

Feb. 5, 1969: 

Lakewood Colorado National Bank, Lakewood, 

Colo. 

The Rocky Mountain Bank, Lakewood, Colo. 

Purchase 43 

Feb. 21, 1969; 

The First National Bank and Trust Company of 
Crawfordsvillc, Crawfordsville, Ind. 

The Farmers State Bank, New Market, Ind. 

Purchase 43 

Feb. 24, 1969; 

The Citizens and Southern National Bank of South 
Carolina, Charleston, S.C. 

The Merchants and Planters National Bank of 
Gaffney, Gaffney, S.C. 

Merger 44 

Feb. 28, 1969; 

Royal National Bank of New York, New York, 

N.Y. 

United Bank and Trust Company, New York, 

N.Y. 


Merger 46 

Feb. 28, 1969: 

The First National Bank of Erie, Erie, Pa. 

F'irst National Bank of Meadville, Meadville, Pa. 
Consolidation 47 


Mar. 1, 1969: 

National Valley Bank and Trust Company, Cham- 
bersburg. Pa. 

The Farmers Bank of Mercersburg, Mercersburg, 

Pa. 

Merger 49 


♦Includes mergers, consolidations, and purchase and sale 
transactions where the emerging bank is a National bank. 
Decisions are arranged chronolc^ically by effective date. 
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Mar. 10, 1969: Page 

First National Bank and Trust Company, Ontario, 

Calif. 

Inland Valley Bank, Hemet, Calif. 

Merger 51 

Mar. 13, 1969: 

Southern California First National Bank, San Diego, 

Calif. 

Orange County Bank, San Juan Capistrano, Calif. 

Purchase 52 

Mar. 17, 1969: 

The Hazleton National Bank, Hazleton, Pa. 


The First National Bank of Nuremberg, Nuremberg, 

Pa. 

Merger 53 

Mar. 31, 1969: 

Peoples First National Bank and Trust Company, 
Hazleton, Pa. 

The Bank of Lehighton, Lehighton, Pa. 


Merger 54 

Mar. 31, 1969: 

The First National Bank of Newark, Newark, Ohio 
The First National Bank of Utica, Utica, Ohio 

Merger 56 

Mar. 31, 1969: 

The Southern Michigan National Bank of Cold- 
water, Coldwater, Mich. 

The First State Bank of Tekonsha, Tekonsha, Mich. 

Merger 57 

Apr. 1, 1969: 

Alaska National Bank of Fairbanks, Fairbanks, 

Alaska 


Miners and Merchants Bank of Alaska, Nome, 

Alaska 

Merger 58 

Apr. 1, 1969: 

The Manufacturers National Bank of Chicago, Chi- 
cago, 111. 

National City Bank in Chicago, Chicago, 111. 

Purchase 60 

Apr. 24, 1969: 

Clinton National Bank and Trust Company, St. 

Johns, Mich. 

The Union State Bank of Laingsburg, Laingsburg, 


Mich; 

Merger 61 

Apr. 30, 1969: 

First Citizens National Bank, Tupelo, Miss. 

First Citizens National Bank, Belmont, Miss. 

Purchase 63 

Apr. 30, 1969: 


Massanutten Bank of Shenandoah Valley, N.A., 
Strasburg, Va. 

People’s Bank, Mount Jackson, Va. 

Merger 64 

May 5, 1969: 

First National Bank in Orangeburg, Orangeburg, 

S.C. 

First National Bank of St. George, St. George, S.C. 
Merger 65 
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Page 


May 15, 1969: 

The Old Line National Bank, Rockville, Md. 
University National Bank, College Park, Md. 
Merger 

May 19, 1969; 

Community National Bank, Bakersfield, Calif. 
Community National Bank of Fresno County, Men- 
dota, Calif. 

Merger 

May 23, 1969: 

Farmers and Merchants National Bank, Winchester, 
Va. 

The Citizens National Bank of Front Royal, Front 
Royal, Va. 

Merger 

May 27, 1969: 

Southern National Bank of North Carolina, Lum- 
berton, N.C. 

Bank of Varina, Fuquay-Varina, N.C. 

Merger 

May 29, 1969: 

Wells Fargo Bank, N..A., San Francisco, Calif. 
Channel Islands State Bank, Ventura, Calif. 

Merger 

June 14, 1969: 

The Clinton County National Bank and Trust 
Company of Wilmington, Wilmington, Ohio 
The First National Bank of Sabina, Sabina, Ohio 
Purchase 

June 16, 1969: 

Commonwealth National Bank, San Francisco, 
Calif. 

Lincoln National Bank, Santa Rosa, Calif. 

Merger 

June 27, 1969: 

First National Bank of Jackson, Jackson, Miss. 

The Bank of Greenwood, Greenwood, Miss. 
Merger 

June 30, 1969: 

The First National Bank of Quincy, Quincy, Mich. 
Peoples State Bank of Bronson, Bronson, Mich. 
Merger 

June 30, 1969: 

The Fulton National Bank of Lancaster, Lancaster, 
Pa. 

Keystone Trust Company, Harrisburg, Pa. 

Merger 

July 31, 1969: 

Adams County National Bank, Cumberland Town- 
ship, Pa. 

The First National Bank of York Springs, York 
Springs, Pa. 

Merger 

July 31, 1969: 

The First National Bank of Scottsboro, Scottsboro, 
Ala. 

The American National Bank of Bridgeport, 
Bridgeport, Ala. 

Merger 

July 31, 1969: 

United National Bank of Vermillion, Vermillion, 
S. Dak. 

United National Bank of Brandon, Brandon, S. Dak. 
Lyman County Bank, Kennebec, S. Dak. 

Klerger 

.-\ug. 8, 1969: 

The Indian Head National BankofNashua,Nashua 
N.H. 

The Salem Trust Company, Salem, N.H. 

Merger 


Aug. 15, 1969: 

The Laconia National Bank, Laconia, N.H. 

The Peoples Nationtil Bank of Laconia, Laconia, 

N.H. 

Merger 83 

Aug. 15, 1969: 

Virginia National Bank, Norfolk, Va. 

Commonwealth National Bank of Arlington, 
Arlington, Va. 

Merger 85 

Aug. 18, 1969: 

The National State Bank, Elizabeth, N.J. 

First Bank and Trust Company, N.A., Fords, N.J. 
Consolidation 86 

Aug. 29, 1969: 

First National Bank of Eastern North Carolina, 
Jacksonville, N.C. 

Home Bank and Trust Company, Hendersonville, 

N.C. 

Merger 87 

Aug. 29, 1969: 

First National Bank of Hattiesburg, Hattiesburg, 

Miss. 

First National Bank of Biloxi, Biloxi, Miss. 

Merger 88 

Sept. 6, 1969: 

Colonial National Bank, Haddonfield, N.J. 

The First National Bank of Westville, Westville, 

N.J. 

Merger 90 

Sept. 8, 1969: 

First National Bank & Trust Co., Washington, Pa. 

First National Bank, Charleroi, Pa. 

Merger 91 

Sept. 9, 1969: 

The Merchants National Bank of Burlington, 
Burlington, Vt. 

First National Bank of Bristol, Bristol, Vt. 

Merger 93 

Sept. 12, 1969: 

Union National Bank in Kansas City, Kansas 
City, Mo. 

The Columbia National Bank of Kansas City, 
Kansas City, Mo. 

Consolidation 94 

Sept. 15, 1969: 

First National State Bank of New Jersey, Newark, 

N.J. 

Suburban Bank of Livingston, N.A., Livingston, 

N.J. 

Purchase 96 

Sept. 15, 1969: 

First Union National Bank of North Carolina, 
Charlotte, N.C. 

The Peoples Bank, Roxboro, N.C. 

The Bank of Franklin, Franklin, N.C. 

Merger 97 

Sept. 22, 1969: 

North Carolina National Bank, Charlotte, N.C. 

State Bank & Trust Company, Greenville, N.C. 

Merger 99 

Sept. 30, 1969: 

The New Carlisle National Bank, New Carlisle, 

Ohio 

The Guardian Bank, Springfield, Ohio 

Merger 101 

Oct. 18, 1969: 

Pittsburgh National Bank, Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Mount Pleasant State Bank, Mount Pleasant, Pa. 
Purchase 103 
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Page 


Oct. 31, 1969: Page 

The First National Bank of Monroe, Monroe, 

Mich. 

Peoples State Bank of Maybee, Maybee, Mich. 

Merger 104 

Nov. 14, 1969: 

Crocker-Citizens National Bank, San Francisco, 

Calif. 

Coast National Bank in Fort Bragg, Fort Bragg, 


Calif. 

Merger 106 

Nov. 14, 1969: 

National Newark & Essex Bank, Newark, N.J. 
Washington Trust Company, Washington, N.J. 

Merger 107 

Nov, 14, 1969: 


Peoples National Bank of New Jersey, Westmont, 

N.J. 

The Farmers and Mechanics National Bank of 
Woodbury, Woodbury, N.J. 

Merger 108 

Nov. 15, 1969: 

First National Bank of Orrville-Dalton, Orrville, 

Ohio 

Bank of Mount Eaton, Mount Eaton, Ohio 

Merger 110 

Nov. 21, 1969: 

Monroe County Bank, Sparta, Wis. 

The Farmers National Bank of Sparta, Sparta, 

Wis. 

Merger 112 

Nov. 28, 1969: 

First Trenton National Bank, Trenton, N.J. 

The Lambertville National Bank, Lambert ville, 

N.J. 

Merger 113 

Nov. 28, 1969: 

The National Bank of Commerce of Seattle, Seattle, 

Wash. 

State Bank of Wilbur, Wilbur, Wash. 

Purchase 115 

Nov. 28, 1969: 

The Second National Bank of Nashua, Nashua, N.H. 

The Mechanicks National Bank of Concord, N.H. 

The Manchester National Bank, Manchester, N.H. 


Merger 117 

Nov. 28, 1969: 

Security National Bank, Huntington, N.Y. 

The Oceanside National Bank, Oceanside, N.Y. 

Merger 119 

Nov. 28, 1969: 

South Jersey National Bank, Camden, N.J. 

The Millville National Bank, Millville, N.J. 

Merger 120 

Nov. 29, 1969: 

Seattle-First National Bank, .Seattle, Wash. 

Bank of Tacoma, Tacoma, Wash. 

Purchase 122 

Dec. 12, 1969: 

Hartford National Bank and Trust Company, 
Hartford, Conn. 

Lincoln Bank and Trust Company, Stamford, Conn. 

Merger 124 

Dec. 19, 1969: 

Virginia National Bank, Norfolk, Va. 

The First National Bank of Quantico, Quantico, Va. 

Merger 126 

Dec. 26, 1969: 

The First Jersey National Bank, Jersey City, N.J. 

Bank of Commerce, Newark, N.J. 

Merger 127 

Dec. 29, 1969: 

United States National Bank, San Diego, Calif. 

Bank of Santa Ana, Santa Ana, Calif. 

Merger 130 


Dec. 30, 1969: 

Old National Bank of Washington, Spokane, Wash. 


Kennewick National Bank, Kennewick, Wash. 

Purchase 132 

Dec. 30, 1969: 

Zions First National Bank, Salt Lake City, Utah 

Utah National Bank of Provo, Provo, Utah 

Purchase 133 

Dec. 31, 1969 : 


Bellefontaine National Bank, Bellefontaine, Ohio 
The Farmers Banking Company, West Liberty, 


Ohio 

Merger 135 

Dec. 31, 1969: 

Deposit Guaranty National Bank, Jackson, Miss. 

City Bank & Trust Company, Natchez, Miss. 

Merger 136 

Dec. 31, 1969: 


First National Bank of South Jersey, Egg Harbor 
Township, N.J. 

The Salem National Bank & Trust Company, 

Salem, N.J. 

Consolidation 137 

Dec. 31, 1969: 

Marine Midland National Bank of Southeastern 
New York, Poughkeepsie, N.Y. 

Marine Midland Trust Company of Rockland 
County, Nyack, N.Y. 

Merger 139 

Dec. 31, 1969: 

The Citizens National Bank and Trust Company, 
Wellsville, N.Y. 

Clean Trust Company, Clean, N.Y. 

Consolidation 139 

Dec. 31, 1969: 

The First National Bank of .Anchorage, Anchorage, 

Alaska 

The First Bank of Valdez, Valdez, Alaska 

Purchase 141 

Dec. 31, 1969: 

The First National Bank of Cakland, Cakland, Md. 

The Citizens National Bank of Westernport, 
Wcsternport, Md. 

The First National Bank of Barton, Barton, Md. 

Merger 141 

Dec. 31, 1969: 

The First National Bank of Riceville, Riceville, 

Iowa 

Riceville State Bank, Riceville, Iowa 

Purchase 143 

Dec. 31, 1969: 

The Harrisburg National Bank and Trust Com- 
pany, Harrisburg, Pa. 

The Conestoga National Bank, Lancaster, Pa. 

The First National Bank of York, York, Pa. 

Consolidation 144 

Dec. 31, 1969: 

The Millikin National Bank of Decatur, Decatur, 

111 . 

The Millikin Trust Company, Decatur, 111. 


Merger 150 

Dec. 31, 1969: 

The National Bank of Logansport, Logansport, Ind. 

The Twelve Mile State Bank, Twelve Mile, Ind. 

Merger 151 

Dec. 31, 1969: 


The Union National Bank of Pittsburgh, Pitts- 
burgh, Pa. 

Peoples Union Bank and Trust Company, N.A., 
McKeesport, Pa. 

Consolidation 153 
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11. Mergers consummated pursuant to corporate reorganization, involving a single operating bank* 


Jan. 17, 1969; Pins 

The First National Bank of Memphis, Memphis, 

Tenn. 

The Second National Bank of Memphis, Memphis, 

Tenn, 

Merger 157 

Feb. 26, 1969; 

First & Merchants National Bank, Richmond, Va. 

Main Street National Bank, Richmond, Va. 

Merger 158 

Feb. 28, 1969; 


Southern California First National Bank, San 
Diego, Calif. 

First National Bank of San Diego, San Diego, Calif. 


Merger 159 

Feb. 28, 1969: 

Wells Fargo Bank, N.A., San Francisco, Calif. 

WF National Bank, San Francisco, Calif. 

Merger 159 

Mar. 14, 1969: 


First National Bank of Eastern North Carolina, 


Jacksonville, N.C. 

Financial National Bank, Jacksonville, N.C. 

Merger 160 

Mar. 21, 1969: 

Worcester County National Bank, Worcester, Mass. 
County Bank of Worcester, N.-A., Worcester, Mass. 

Merger 161 

Mar. 24, 1969: 


National Bank of Commerce Trust and Savings 
Association, Lincoln, Nebr. 

Capital City National Bank, Lincoln, Nebr. 


Merger 161 

Mar. 27, 1969: 

Houston National Bank, Houston, Tex, 

Milam National Bank, Houston, Tex. 

Merger 162 

Mar. 31, 1969: 


American National Bank and Trust Company of 
Chicago, Chicago, 111. 

American National Bank of Chicago, Chicago, 111. 

Merger 163 

Mar. 31, 1969: 

Continental Illinois National Bank and Trust 
Company of Chicago, Chicago, 111. 

Continental National Bank, Chicago, 111. 

Consolidation 163 

Mar. 31, 1969: 

National Bank of Tulsa, Tulsa, Okla. 

Union Security National Bank of Tulsa, Tulsa, 

Okla. 

Merger 164 

Mar. 31, 1969: 

Southern National Bank of Houston, Houston, 

Tex. 

Southern Bank, N.A;, Houston, Tex. 

Merger 165 

Mar. 31, 1969: 

Western Pennsylvania National Bank, Pittsburgh, 

Pa. 

William Penn National Bank, Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Merger 165 

Apr. 1, 1969: 

Bank of .'\merica National Trust and Savings As- 
sociation, San Francisco, Calif. 

B.A. National Bank, San Francisco, Calif. 

Merger 166 


♦Includes mergers and consolidations where the emerging 
bank is a National bank. 


Apr. 7, 1969: Page 

The Mechanics National Bank of Worcester, Wor- 
cester, Mass. 

Mechanics National Bank, Worcester, Mass. 

Merger 167 

Apr. 8, 1969: 

The First National Bank of Adanta, Adanta, Ga. 

Atlanta National Bank, Adanta, Ga. 

Merger 167 


Apr. 21, 1969: 

Crocker-Citizens National Bank, San Francisco, 

Calif. 

Crocker Bank, N.A., San Francisco, Calif. 

Merger 168 

Apr. 30, 1969: 

Hartford National Bank and Trust Company, 
Hartford, Conn. 

Pearl Street National Bank, Hartford, Conn. 


Merger 169 

Apr. 30, 1969: 

Maryland National Bank, Baltimore, Md. 

Bay National Bank, Baltimore, Md. 

Merger 169 


Apr. 30, 1969: 

National Bank and Trust Company, Charlottes- 


ville, Va. 

NB National Bank, Charlottesville, Va. 

Merger 170 

Apr. 30, 1969: 

Pittsburgh National Bank, Pittsburgh, Pa. 

New National Bank, Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Merger 170 

May 1, 1969: 

The Fulton National Bank of Adanta, Adanta, Ga. 

The Bank of the South N.A., Adanta, Ga. 

Merger 171 


May 1, 1969: 

The Johnson County National Bank and Trust 
Company, Prairie Village, Kans. 

Johnson County Bank, N.A., Prairie Village, Kans. 
Merger 172 

May 12, 1969: 

The Indiana National Bank of Indianapolis, 
Indianapolis, Ind. 

Tower National Bank, Indianapolis, Ind. 

Merger 172 

May 29, 1969: 

Rhode Island Hospital Trust Company, Provi- 
dence, R.I. 

Rhode Island Hospital Trust National Bank, 
Providence, R.I. 


Merger 173 

May 29, 1969: 

The First Jersey National Bank, Jersey City, N.J. 

Second Jersey National Bank, Jersey City, N.J. 

Merger 174 

May 31, 1969: 

Commonwealth National Bank, Boston, Mass. 
Commonwealth Bank, N.A., Boston, Mass. 

Merger 174 

May 31, 1969; 

Newport National Bank, Newport Beach, Calif. 

Newport Bank, N.A., Newport Beach, Calif. 

Merger 175 
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June 2, 1969: Paye 

Canal National Bank, Portland, Maine 
Itliddle Street National Bank, Portland, Maine 
Merger 176 

June 2, 1969: 


The American National Bank of Austin, Austin, 

Tex. 

Ambank, N.A., Austin, Tex. 

Merger 176 

June 4, 1969: 

The Chase Manhattan Bank, (N.A. ),New York, N.Y. 

The Chase Bank of New York, N.A., New York, 


N.Y. 

Merger 177 

June 17, 1969: 

Lincoln National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Locust Street NationtJ Bank, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Merger 178 

June 20, 1969: 


The Peoples National Bank of Long Island, Patch- 
ogue, N.Y. 

Peoples Bank of Long Island, N.A., Patchogue, N.Y. 
Merger 178 

June 30, 1969: 

The Citizens and Southern National Bank of South 
Carolina, Charleston, S.C. 

Citizens National Bank, Charleston, S.C. 

Merger 179 

July 1, 1969: 

The First National Bank and Trust Company of 
Tulsa, Tulsa, Okla. 

The First Bank and Trust Company of Tulsa, N.A., 


Tulsa, Okla. 

Merger 180 

July 19, 1969: 

The First National Bank of South Carolina, 
Columbia, S.C. 

Washington Street National Bank, Columbia, S.C. 

Merger 180 

July 31, 1969: 

St. Louis County National Bank, Clayton, Mo. 

County National Bank, Clayton, Mo. 

Merger 181 

Aug. 13, 1969: 

Provident National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Sower National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Merger 182 

Aug. 15, 1969: 

The First National Bank of Chicago, Chicago, 111. 

First Chicago Bank, N.A., Chicago, 111. 

Merger 182 


Sept. 2, 1969: 

The First National Bank and Trust Company in 
Steubenville, Steubenville, Ohio 
Second National Bank in Steubenville, Steubenville, 
Ohio 

Merger 

Sept. 2, 1969: 

The Merchants National Bank of Cedar Rapids, 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 

1 owa National Bank of Cedar Rapids, Cedar Rapids, 
Iowa 

Merger 

Sept. 8, 1969: 

The Boatmen’s National Bank of St. Louis, St. Louis, 
Mo. 

Riverfront National Bank, St. Louis, Mo. 

Merger 

Sept. 22, 1969: 

Franklin National Bank, Mineola, N.Y. 

Franklin Bank of New York, N.A., Mineola, N.Y. 
Consolidation 


183 


184 


184 


185 


Sept. 26, 1969: _ _ 

National Bank of Westchester, White Plains, N.Y. 
National Bank of Westchester, White Plains, White 
Plains, N.Y. 

Merger 186 


Sept. 30, 1969: 

Central National Bank and Trust Company of Enid, 
Enid, Okla. 

Broadway National Bank of Enid, Enid, Okla. 


Merger 186 

Sept. 30, 1969: 

Central National Bank in Chicago, Chicago, 111. 
Central Bank of Chicago, N.A., Chicago, 111. 

Merger 187 

Sept. 30, 1969: 


Central-Penn National Bank of Philadelphia, Bala- 
Cynwyd, Pa. 

Broad and Walnut National Bank, Bala-Cynwyd, 

Pa. 

Merger 188 

Sept. 30, 1969: 

First Security National Bank of Beaumont, Beau- 
mont, Tex. 

Security National Bank, Beaumont, Tex. 

Merger 188 

Sept. 30, 1969: 

The Security National Bank of Sioux City, Sioux 
City, Iowa 

Iowa Security National Bank, Sioux City, Iowa 

Merger 189 

Oct. 1, 1969: 

The Liberty National Bank and Trust Company of 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma City, Okla. 

Liberty Bank, N.A., Oklahoma City, Okla. 

Merger 190 

Oct. 31, 1969: 

Lincoln National Bank and Trust Company of 


Fort Wayne, Fort Wayne, Ind. 

Allen County National Bank, Fort Wayne, Ind. 

Merger 190 

Nov. 1, 1969: 

The Philadelphia National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa. 

PNB Nation^ Bank, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Merger 191 

Dec. 1, 1969: 

First National Bank of Huntsville, Huntsville, Tex. 
Walker County National Bank, Huntsville, Tex. 

Merger 192 


Dec. 5, 1969: 

Scarsdale National Bank and Trust Company, 
Scarsdale, N.Y. 

The Scarsdale National Bank & Trust Company, 
Scarsdale, N.Y. 

Merger 192 

Dec. 5, 1969: 

The First National Bank of Topeka, Topeka, Kans. 

The Second National Bank of Topeka, Topeka, 

Kans. 

Merger 193 

Dec. 5, 1969: 

The Fulton County National Bank and Trust 
Company of Gloversville, Gloversville, N.Y. 

The Fulton County National Bank and Trust 
Company, Gloversville, N.Y. 

Merger 194 

Dec. 19, 1969: 

The City National Bank and Trust Company of 
Kansas City, Kansas City, Mo. 

City Bank, N.A., Kansas City, Mo. 

Merger 194 


34 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stiouisfed.org/ 

Federai Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



Page 


Page 


Dec. 31, 1969; 

Commercial National Bank & Trust Company, 
Muskogee, Okla. 

Commercial Bank, N.A., Muskogee, Okla. 

Merger 195 

III. Additional approvals 

A. Approved, but in litigation 
Jan. 22, 1969: 

The Idaho First National Bank, Boise, Idaho 
Fidelity National Bank of Twin Falls, Twin Falls, 


Idaho 

Merger 196 

Sept. 26, 1969; 

The First Nationtd Bank of Sunbury, Sunbury, Pa. 

Snyder County Trust Company, Selinsgrove, Pa; 

Merger 199 


Mar. 21, 1969: 

National Bank & Trust Company of Central Penn- 
sylvania, York, Pa. 

The Reading Trust Company, Reading, Pa. 

Lancaster County Farmers National Bank, Lan- 
caster, Pa. 

Consolidation 202 


Dec. 31, 1969: 

Farmers and Merchants National Bank, Winches- 
ter, Va. 

Apple City National Bank, Winchester, Va. 

Merger 196 


B. Approved, but abandoned after litigation 
Mar. 6 1969; 

Crocker-Citizens National Bank, San Francisco, 

Calif. 

Bank of Sonoma County, Sebastopol, Calif. 

Merger 207 

Apr. 14, 1969: 

The Connecticut Bank and Trust Company, Hart- 
ford, Conn. 

The Connecticut National Bank, Bridgeport, Conn. 
Consolidation 209 

Apr. 15, 1969: 

The National Bank of Manassas, Manassas, Va. 

The First National Bank of Quantico, Quantico, 

Va. 

Merger 216 
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I. Mergers consummated, involving two or more operating banks 


The First and Farmers National Bank of Somerset, Somerset, Kv., and Peoples Bank, Science FIill, Ky. 




1 

Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To he 
operated 


$1,987,511 

29, 904, 740 
31, 892, 25! 

1 


was purchased Jan. 6, 1969, by The First and Farmers National Bank of Somerset, 

3 


After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 


4 


comptroller’s decision 

On August 26, 1968, The First and Farmers Na- 
tional Bank of Somerset, Somerset, Ky., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to purchase 
the assets and assume the liabilities of the Peoples Bank, 
Science Hill, Ky. 

Both the buying and selling banks are located in 
Pulaski County which contains an estimated population 
of 38,400 people. Somerset, the county seat and home 
of the buying bank, is the largest city in the county, 
with a population of approximately 14,000 people. 
Agriculture, with tobacco the primary crop, remains 
the major source of income, although its importance 
has diminished in recent years as a result of resort de- 
velopment and the addition of new industry to the 
area. Somerset is located just 4 miles from Lake Cum- 
berland, the largest man-made lake cast of the Missis- 
sippi River. Substantial sums of money are being added 
to the county economy by expenditures by vacationers 
and resort visitors. Major employers in Somerset in- 
clude : The Palm Beach Co., a clothing manufacturer, 
employing almost 700 people; an automobile parts 
manufacturing company, employing 500 people; and 
the General Electric Co., employing 100 people. 

Science Hill, with a population of 450 people, is 
the home of the selling bank and is located 7 miles 
north of the buying bank. The economy of the area 
is based on agriculture with many of the residents 
commuting to Somerset for employment. 

The First and Farmers National Bank, with IPC 
deposits of $21.5 million, is the dominant financial in- 


stitution in Pulaski County. The bank’s primary com- 
petition is derived from the $13.2 million Citizens 
National Bank and a $13 million savings and loan 
institution, both of which are located in Somerset. 
In addition, the $2.1 million First State Bank in Eu- 
bank provides some competition in its market area. 

The selling bank, with IPC deposits of $1.6 million, 
was organized as a State-chartered institution in 1906. 
Its trade area is limited to Science Hill and the imme- 
diate environs. The bank has long been one of the 
primary sources of funds to local farmers and 55.6 
percent of its loan portfolio constitutes agricultural 
loans. Although the selling bank’s asset condition is 
considered sound, it has been unable to attract com- 
petent management in recent years. Because of this 
situation certain operational deficiencies have devel- 
oped, particularly in the area of account posting. 

To view this merger entirely in the light of statistical 
analysis is to ignore the reality of the banking situa- 
tion in Pulaski County. There are presently only four 
commercial banks in the county. Competition in the 
Science Hill trade area is necessarily limited, both by 
population and by the laws of Kentucky, which pro- 
hibit expansion into Science Hill through branching, 
even if it were economically justified. As mentioned 
previously, the selling bank has encountered certain 
operational problems in recent years, and correction of 
these problems does not appear to be in prospect, ex- 
cept through merger with a larger institution or liq- 
uidation. The latter alternative is certainly not 
attractive because it deprives the residents of Science 

37 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stiouisfed.org/ 

Federai Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



Hill and its immediate service area of a convenient 
banking alternative. 

It appears that neither of the other t^vo banks in 
the county is capable, either in terms of financial re- 
sources or managerial depth, of acquiring the selling 
bank and maintaining an office in Science Hill. 

Competition between the buying and selling banks 
has been minimal. The president and chairman of the 
board of the selling bank is a director of the buying 
bank, and the chairman of the board of the buying 
bank is a director of the selling bank. 

It appears that any banking competition eliminated 
by this merger is so slight that it is clearly outweighed 
by the public’s interest in having the problems of the 
Peoples Bank resolved before they worsen. The appli- 
cation is, therefore, approved. 

December 5, 1968. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The two merging banks would appear to be direct 
competitors; First and Farmers’ two offices in Somerset 
are 7 miles south of Science Hill and there are no banks 
in the intervening area. The proposed merger would 
eliminate any competition between the merging banks. 

» * 


Four commercial banks operate six offices in Pulaski 
County: (1) First and Farmers; (2) Peoples; (3) Citi- 
zens National Bank (total deposits, $12 million), a 
unit bank located in Somerset; and (4) First State 
Bank (total deposits, $2 million), a unit bank located 
14 miles north of Somerset and 7 miles north of 
Science Hill. 

As of June 29, 1968, First and Farmers had ap- 
proximately 64 percent of deposits and about 67 per- 
cent of loans in commercial banks in Pulaski County. 
Peoples had about 4 percent of both county commercial 
bank deposits and loans. If the proposed merger is 
consummated. First and Farmers will have about 68 
percent of the county’s commercial bank deposits and 
about 71 percent of such loans. The merger will also 
entrench First and Farmers dominant position in the 
county and reduce the number of banking alternatives 
in the county from four to three. 

Although Peoples’ small size may limit its effective- 
ness as a competitor, there appears to be no reason why 
any problems of continued viability could not be re- 
solved by merger with a bank smaller than First and 
Farmers. We therefore conclude that this merger would 
have an adverse effect on competition. 

* 


Somerset Hills National Bank, Baskino Ridob, N.J., and County Bank and Trust Company of Somerset, 

Franklin Township, N.J. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin. 

1 

operation 

? offices 

To be 
operated 

County Bank and Trust Company of Somerset, Franklin Township, N.J., with . . . 

and Somerset Hills National Bank, Basking Ridge, N.J. (6960), which had 

merged Jan. 10, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (6960) and title “Somerset 
Hills & County National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 

$25, 190, 763 
26, 187, 310 

51,378, 073 

4 

3 

7 


comptroller’s decision 

On September 6, 1968, County Bank and Trust 
Company of Somerset, Franklin Township, N.J., and 
Somerset Hills National Bank, Basking Ridge, N.J., 
applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to merge under the charter of the latter and 
with the title of “Somerset Hills & County National 
Bank.” 

The Somerset Hills National Bank, with total assets 
of $24 million, operates two branches. Basking Ridge, 
N.J., located in the northern portion of Somerset 

38 


County, is a high income residential community. New 
home construction in the area is in the $40,000 to 
$60,000 price range. There is virtually no industry in 
the area. The majority of the residents in the area 
commute to New York City and Newark, N.J., for 
employment. The population of the Somerset Hills 
National Bank service area is about 50,000. 

The merging County Bank and Trust Company of 
Somerset, Franklin Township, N.J., has total assets 
of $23 million. It presently operates two branches and 
has approval for another branch expected to be opened 
prior to the effective date of the merger. Its earnings 
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have been poor in recent years due to high occupancy 
and salary expenses. The financial condition of the 
bank makes it unable to hire capable successor man- 
agement. 

Franklin Township, located in the southeastern part 
of Somerset County, N.J., has an estimated population 
of 8,170 and covers a land area of 47 square miles. The 
township has been experiencing rapid growth with the 
population increasing 48 percent since 1960. Light 
industry has been moving into the southern part. The 
homes in the area are in the $25,000 to $35,000 range. 
Adjoining Franklin Township is the main campus of 
Rutgers, the State university, which is attracting indus- 
trial research laboratories to the area. 

Keen competition in the area is furnished by the 
$26 million Franklin State Bank, Manville; the $59 
million Somerset Trust Company, Bridgewater Town- 
ship; the $15 million State Bank of Somerset, Hills- 
borough; and the $17 million First National Bank of 
Somerset County, Somerville. Additional competition 
in the southern part of Somerset County comes from 
two New Brunswick banks and a bank in Edison. 

The merger will have little effect on competition. 
Since the main offices of the two banks are 21.6 miles 
apart, and the nearest branch of County Bank and 
Trust Company of Somerset is 13.9 miles from Basking 
Ridge, there is little present competition between the 
merging banks. The combined service areas of the two 
banks include 15 commercial banks operating a total 
of 75 offices. Currently, the Somerset National Bank 
is the ninth largest bank in the service area and the 
County Bank and Trust Company of Somerset is 
the 10th largest. The resulting bank would then be- 
come the eighth largest bank in the area. 

Consummation of the merger will add strength to 
the management of both banks. Recruitment and 
training of personnel will be facilitated in the larger 
resulting bank and the management succession prob- 
lem of the County Bank and Trust Company of 
Somerset will be eliminated. The resulting bank will 
have a larger lending capability and will be able to 


offer a broader range of new services for the greater 
convenience of the banking public in the communities 
it serves. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, this 
merger is deemed to be in the public interest. The 
application is, therefore, approved. 

December 3, 1968. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Somerset Hills National Bank (“Somerset Na- 
tional”), organized in 1903, operates its main office in 
Basking Ridge and branch offices at Bemardsville 
and Bernards Township. County Bank and Trust 
Company (“County Trust”), organized in 1907, oper- 
ates its main office and a branch office at Franklin 
Township and two additional branch offices at Bound 
Brook. 

Somerset National, the sole bank operating in 
Basking Ridge, is the third largest of eight banks oper- 
ating in Somerset County. County Trust is the fourth 
largest of these banks. Somerset National and County 
Trust account for 13 percent and 8 percent, respec- 
tively of the county’s IPC deposits. 

The principal offices of Somerset National and 
County Trust are more than 21 miles from one 
another; their closest offices are approximately 
miles apart. Branches of the county’s two largest banks, 
with total deposits of $60 million and $78 million, are 
located in the intervening area. Thus, while some com- 
petition may exist between the merging banks, it does 
not appear to be extensive. 

We understand that under recent amendments to 
New Jersey law, neither Somerset National nor County 
Trust could open a de novo branch in a municipality 
in which another banking institution operates its head 
offices. Thus, this proposed merger would not elimi- 
nate potential competition between Somerset National 
and County Trust in communities where they or other 
banks have head offices, but would eliminate potential 
competition between them in other communities in 
Somerset County. 

•» 


* * 
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Cumberland County National Bank and Trust Company, New Cumberland, Pa., and Peoples Bank of Enola, Enola, Pa. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$4, 135, 193 

89, 979, 862 

94, 115,055 

1 

10 


and Cumberland County National Bank and Trust Company, New Cumberland, 


merged Jan. 17, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (14542). The 

11 




comptroller’s decision 

On September 4, 1968, the Peoples Bank of Enola, 
Enola, Pa., and Cumberland County Bank and Trust 
Company, New Cumberland, Pa., applied to the Office 
of the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter and with the title of the latter. 

The Harrisburg urban area, the area relevant to this 
proposal, includes eastern Cumberland County and the 
immediate Harrisburg area. Eastern Cumberland 
County, where the principal offices of the charter bank 
are located, is an expanding urban area known as the 
West Shore. Although principally residential, the area 
is witnessing the development of more industrial and 
commercial activity. This area should experience in- 
creased growth and development due to the construc- 
tion of an east-west highway and a bridge crossing the 
Susquehanna River from Harrisburg to the West 
Shore area. 

Enola, with a population of about 5,000, is a small 
community situated in the northeastern periphery of 
Cumberland County, along the Susquehanna River, in 
a relatively isolated area. Most of its residents com- 
mute to Harrisburg and other surrounding towns 
where they are employed. 

The charter bank, with IPC deposits of $70 million, 
was organized in 1904, and presently operates 12 bank- 
ing offices. These include 10 offices in the eastern and 
central parts of Cumberland County, a branch office 
in Dillsburg, in northern York County, which also 
serves parts of northern Adams County, and a branch 
office in New Oxford, serving the east-central portion 
of Adams County. The bank has followed a program 
of expansion in an attempt to create a regional institu- 
tion capable of competing with the larger banks in 
nearby York and Harrisburg. 

The merging bank is a single-office bank with IPC 
deposits of $3 million. This bank, with its limited serv- 
ices and lending capabilities, is unable to serve ade- 
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quately the needs of its community. It is presently 
faced with a management succession problem due to 
the recent death of its only executive officer. 

Other commercial banks in the Harrisburg urban 
area include: Dauphin Deposit Trust Company of 
Harrisburg, with deposits of $175 million; the Harris- 
burg National Bank and Trust Company, with de- 
posits of $156 million; the Keystone Trust Company 
of Harrisburg, with deposits of $11 million; National 
Bank and Trust Company of Central Pennsylvania in 
York, with deposits of $21 1 million; and Farmers Bank 
and Trust Company of Hummelstown, with deposits 
of $15 million. The major New York, Pittsburgh, 
Baltimore, and Philadelphia banks solicit business in 
the area. The Philadelphia National Bank operates a 
data processing division in nearby Carlisle. 

There is presently no significant competition be- 
tween the participating banks to be eliminated by this 
merger. Although the charter bank’s East Pennsboro 
office is about 4 miles from Enola, the difference in 
the size of the banks and the relative isolation of Enola 
preclude any significant competition between them. 

The addition of $3 million in deposits to the charter 
bank will have no significant effect on the banking 
structure in the Harrisburg urban area or on the 
more immediately affected West Shore area. The 
larger banks headquartered in Harrisburg and York 
presently operate six branch offices in West Shore. 

Consummation of this merger will redound to the 
public interest by permitting the charter bank to solve 
the problems at the merging bank and to serve ef- 
fectively the present and future banking needs of the 
extreme northeastern corner of Cumberland County. 
The community of Enola is presently too small to 
support tv/o banks. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, this 
merger is judged to be in the public interest and is, 
therefore, approved. 

December 17, 1968. 
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SUM5IARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Peoples’ sole office and six of CCNB’s 12 offices are 
located in the eastern part of Cumberland County, 
across the Susquehanna River from Harrisburg. 

The nearest branch office of CCNB is less than 4 
miles from Peoples, with no banks in the intervening 
area, and six offices of CCNB are located within 8 
miles of Peoples. Furthermore, CCNB’s offices derived 


about $880,000 in deposits and about $1.6 million in 
loans from this area. Thus, it is clear that the proposed 
merger will eliminate some existing competition be- 
tween CCNB and Peoples. However, within this area, 
one Harrisburg-based bank (total deposits; $176 mil- 
lion) operates four offices and two other such banks 
(total deposits: $156 million and $207 million) each 
operate one office. 


The Citizens and Southern National Bank of South Carolina, Charleston, S.C., and The Peoples National Bank of 

Conway, Conway, S.C. 


Kame of bank and type of transaction 


Banking offices 


Total assets 



The Peoples National Bank of Conway, Conway, S.C. (10537), with 

and The Citizens and Southern National Bank of South Carolina, Charleston, 

S.C. (14425), which had 

merged Feb. 1, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (14425). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


$15, 525, 049 
271,978,512 
286, 560, 199 


comptroller’s decision 

On September 30, 1968, The Peoples National Bank 
of Conway, Conway, S.C., with IPC deposits of $12.4 
million, and The Citizens and Southern National Bank 
of South Carolina, Charleston, S.C., with IPC de- 
posits of $178.7 million, applied to the Comptroller of 
the Currency for permission to merge under the charter 
and title of the latter. 

The Citizens and Southern National Bank of South 
Carolina was organized in 1874 and obtained a Na- 
tional charter in 1940. Because of its aggressive and 
competent management, the bank has progressed to 
become a full-service institution, presently operating 
41 offices in 11 counties throughout South Carolina. 
Although the charter 'oank competes in the 11 
principal counties in South Carolina, it is head- 
quartered in the peninsula city of Charleston. Because 
of its statewide market area, the charter bank faces 
intense competition from South Carolina National 
Bank, with resources of $468 million; First National 
Bank, with resources of $205.6 million; the State Bank 
and Trust Company, with resources of $114.4 million; 
118 other banks, with $951 million in aggregate re- 
sources; and 73 savings and loan associations, with 
resources of $1,249 billion. In addition, both charter 
and merging bank receive a considerable amount of 
competition from the banks in Charlotte, N.C. 


The Peoples National Bank of Conway, the merging 
bank, was organized in 1914 and presently operates 
two branches at Myrtle Beach, S.C. This bank has 
shown steady growth and is well capitalized through 
the retention of earnings. Conway is the county seat 
of Horry County, the economy of which was pre- 
dominantly agricultural but is moving toward diver- 
sification in the form of forestry, varied industry, tour- 
ism, and recreation. The prospects for future industrial 
growth are promising in that a new steam electric 
generating plant has been constructed and the area 
has sufficient water to handle industrial complexes. 
Included in the service area of the merging bank is 
Myrtle Beach, where its two branches are located. The 
primary source of income for this area is tourism, and 
on a busy weekend the population will reach 150,000 
from its norm of 30,000. Of the four statewide banking 
systems in South Carolina, one is located in the im- 
mediate area of the merging bank. The South Caro- 
lina National Bank, the State’s largest bank, has two 
branches within 1 mile of the merging bank’s branches 
at Myrtle Beach. In its Conway office, the merging 
bank competes with Conway National Bank and one 
of its branches. In addition to the competition derived 
from savings and loan associations and credit unions, 
the merging bank also faces competition from the 
banks in North Carolina, particularly during tobacco 
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season when the merging bank’s lending limits are in- 
sufficient to make the loans requested by its larger 
customers. 

This merger will not reduce competition since there 
are no common borrowers or depositors in the par- 
ticipating banks. Furthermore, the main offices of the 
two banks are approximately 97 miles apart and the 
closest existing branches are 56 miles from each other. 

Since South Carolina law permits statewide branch 
banking, the charter bank could, at least conceptually, 
branch de novo into this area and might, therefore, 
be considered a potential competitor with the merging 
bank. This concept is more illusory than real in view 
of the fact that Conway has a population of 9,500 and 
is already being served by the $10.2 million Conway 
National Bank, with two offices ; and the merging bank’s 
one active office and approved but unopened facility. 
These four offices provide sufficient banking services for 
the banking community and any additional offices 
would be harmful to the area in general. 

The merging bank presently operates two offices in 
Myrtle Beach and competes primarily with three of- 
fices of $400 million South Carolina National Bank. 
In addition to the already existing financial institu- 
tions, the Peoples Bank of South Carolina, a State- 
chartered institution with total assets of $12 million, 
has made application to establish a branch in Myrtle 
Beach. This city, with a population of 10,400, is being 
served by five offices, and application has been made for 
a sixth. Once again, these facts would discourage any 
de novo entry into Myrtle Beach. Because of its basic 
seasonal activity, the financial needs of Myrtle Beach 
are such as not to require further banking offices. 

The resulting bank will be in the public interest and 
will be able to serve the convenience and needs of the 
communities by offering specialized services in the 
loan area, trust department facilities, and data process- 
ing. In addition, the resulting bank with its larger 
lending limit will be able to compete more effectively, 
not only with the larger banks in South Carolina, but 
with the large banks in the bordering State of North 
Carolina. 

Applying the statutory criteria to this proposal, it is 
found to be in the public interest. The application is, 
therefore, approved. 

December 27, 1968. 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Horry County and its seat at Conway have been 
rapidly expanding in population, industry, and buying 
power. Prospects for future growth are good. 

Citizens, the second largest of South Carolina’s 
four statewide banks, with about 13 percent of State 
deposits, has no office in or near Horry County; its 
nearest branch is 55 miles away, with several banking 
offices in the intervening area. Thus, there does not 
appear to be any competition between the banks pro- 
posing to merge. 

South Carolina law permits statewide de novo 
branch banking. Conway is served by two banks. 
Peoples National and Conway National Bank (total 
deposits; $8.5 million). The Myrtle Beach area along 
the coast (known as the Grand Strand), located about 
25 miles east of Conway, appears to be served by 
three banks. Peoples National; South Carolina Na- 
tional Bank (total deposits: $298 million), the State’s 
largest bank; and Farmers Bank of Loris (total de- 
posits: $5.3 million). Two other banks, with total 
deposits of $2.7 million and $9.9 million, operate in 
Horry County, within about 20 miles of Conway. 

As of June 30, 1966, Peoples National held the 
largest share, or about 35 percent, of county IPC de- 
mand deposits; South Carolina National Bank held 
the second largest share, 31 percent, of such deposits, 
and three banks held 85 percent. Considering recent 
increases in industrial development, and of buying 
power in Horry County, together with prospects for 
accelerated future growth, the area appears to present 
an attractive market for new banking entry. Citizens, 
possessing about 13 percent of South Carolina’s de- 
posits, has no branches in or near Horry County; yet 
that county is closer to Citizens’ head office in Charles- 
ton than any other county in which the bank now 
maintains branches. With its resources and apparent 
interest in the area. Citizens appears to be the most 
likely potential entrant into this area, either through 
de novo branching or through merger with one of the 
small banks in Horry County. 

Thus the proposed merger would eliminate the most 
likely potential entrant into banking in Horry County 
through merger with the county’s largest independent 
bank. We conclude, therefore, that consummation of 
this merger would have a significantly adverse effect 
on potential competition. 

* 
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Lakewood CIolorado National Bank, Lakewood, Colo., and The Rocky Mountain Bank, Lakewood, Colo. 


Name of bank and type of ircnsaciwn 

i 

■ 

1 Total assets i 

Banking offices 

In To be 

operation operated 

1 


\ 1 

i 1 

. . . 

1 


was purchased Feb. 5, 1969, by Lakewood Colorado National Bank, Lakewood, 



After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 

*$8, 668, 379 

1 

i 


♦Only a portion of Rocky Mountain Bank’s assets were purchased. 


comptroller’s decision 

The Acting Comptroller of the Currency, on Febru- 
ary 5, 1969, approved the purchase of assets and as- 
sumption of liabilities of The Rocky Mountain Bank, 
Lakewood, Colo., by Lakewood Colorado National 


Bank, Lakewood, Colo. 

Due to the emergency nature of the situation, a 
report on the competitive factors was not requested. 
February 5, 1969. 




The First National Bank and Trust Company of Crawfordsville, Crawfordsville, Ind., and the Farmers State Bank 

New Market, Ind. 


Name oj bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In i To be 

operation ! operated 

1 

The Farmers State Bank, New Market, Ind., with 

was purchased Feb. 21, 1969, by The First National Bank and Trust Company of 

Crawfordsville, Crawfordsville, Ind. (571), which had 

-After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 

$1,606, 000 

22, 447, 000 
24, 053, 000 

1 

3 ^ 

i 


comptroller’s decision 

On October 23, 1968, The First National Bank and 
Trust Company of Crawfordsville, Crawfordsville, 
Ind., applied to the Office of the Comptroller of the 
Currency for permission to purchase the assets and 
assume the liabilities of The Farmers State Bank, New 
Market, Ind. 

Crawfordsville, with a population of about 14,200, 
is the seat of Montgomery County and is located ap- 
proximately 50 miles to the northwest of Indianapolis. 
The economy of the area is primarily agricultural, with 
Montgomery County ranking third highest in the State 
in annual farm produce sales. Industry, which is cen- 
tralized around Crawfordsville, is also thriving and 
presently employs over 4,000 people and accounts for 
an area payroll of $35 million. The major employer 
in the area is R. R. Donnelley and Sons, Inc., a pub- 
lisher, employing a current work force of about 2,400. 


The other major businesses in the area are Mid-Steel 
and Wire Co.; Raybestos Manhattan, an automotive 
components plant; several steel fabricating firms; and 
a firm producing intricate electronic metal parts. 

The acquiring bank, with IPC deposits of $18 mil- 
lion, was originally organized in 1864 and presently 
operates a branch office in Wingate and one in Ladoga. 
The bank provides a full range of banking services 
for all of Montgomery County and for those parts of 
adjoining counties which lie within the general Craw- 
fordsville shopping and service area. The only other 
bank in Crawfordsville is the Elston Bank and Trust 
Company, with $29 million in deposits and four 
branch offices, the largest bank in Montgomery 
County. 

New Market, home of the selling bank, has a popula- 
tion of about 580 and is situated 6 miles to the south of 
Crawfordsville. There is no notable industry or manu- 
facturing in the town and most of its residents seek 
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employment in other towns or rely upon agriculturally 
associated work. The two major businesses in the area, 
a grain elevator company and an automobile dealer, 
must resort to out-of-town banks for their credit needs 
which cannot be met by the local selling bank. At the 
present time, a residential lake project is at the stage 
where several homes are being constructed, and a pro- 
posed $4 million high school should stimulate further 
residential expansion. 

The Farmers State Bank, with IPC deposits of $1 
million, is a single-office bank, originally organized in 
1903, and is the only bank in New Market. Because of 
its limited resources and capabilities, it is unable to 
meet the needs of its community. It is presently faced 
with a management succession problem; all efforts to 
resolve it have been unsuccessful. Faced with this situa- 
tion, the directors decided to either sell the bank or 
liquidate it. 

There are four other banks besides the participants 
in Montgomery County, viz., the Elston Bank and 
Trust Company of Crawfordsville, the Linden State 
Bank, the Farmers State Bank in New Ross, and the 
Farmers and Merchants State Bank in Darlington. 
In addition, there are three savings and loan associa- 
tions, eight personal loan companies, one local insur- 
ance company, and two Federal lending agencies. Com- 
petition is also provided by the larger banks located 
in Indianapolis, Lafayette, and Terre Haute, Indiana, 
and in Danville, 111. 

Although the acquiring bank does serve to some de- 
gree the area of the selling bank, no significant com- 
petition presently exists between them. The problems 
at the selling bank and its limited resources restrict 
its ability to compete. 

Consummation of the proposed transaction will re- 
dound to the public interest by permitting the acquir- 
ing bank to solve the problems at the selling bank and 


to serve effectively the present and future banking 
needs of the New Market area. It will introduce, in 
New Market, a bank with full banking services and 
better able to meet the capital requirements needed 
for the residential constructions underway and the 
larger farm operations in the area. The resulting bank 
will be in a stronger position to serve its broad market 
vis-a-vis the larger out-of-county banks. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, this 
merger is judged to be in the public interest and is, 
therefore, approved. 

January 21, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The head offices of the banks are 7 miles apart, with 
no banks operating in the intervening area. Moreover, 
State Bank is located about 6 miles west of First Na- 
tional’s Ladoga branch, and again there are no banks 
in the intervening area. Thus, it seems clear that there 
is direct competition which will be eliminated by the 
proposed acquisition. 

Twelve banks operate 17 offices in the relevant mar- 
ket, an area within a radius of about 20 miles of Craw- 
fordsville ; this market has total deposits of $79.6 mil- 
lion. The two banks headquartered in Crawfordsville, 
First National, and Elston Bank and Trust Com- 
pany (total deposits: $29.3 million), hold 29 percent 
and 37 percent respectively, of deposits in the area. 
The third largest bank holds 8 percent of deposits in 
this area. 

The proposed acquisition would combine the sec- 
ond largest bank in the area and the ninth largest, 
which holds 1.8 percent of the total commercial bank 
deposits in the area, and would increase the combined 
share of such deposits held by the area’s two largest 
banks to 68 percent. 


* * •>!■ 


The Citizens and Southern National Bank of South Carolina, Charleston, S.C., and The Merchants and Planters 

National Bank of Gaffney, Gaffney, S.C; 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The Merchants and Planters National Bank of Gaffney, Gaffney, S.C. (10655), 

$15,408, 501 

278, 991, 885 

294, 400, 386 

3 


and The Citizens and Southern National Bank of South Carolina, Charleston, 
S.C. (14425), which had 

48 


merged Feb. 24, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (14425). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 

51 
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comptroller’s decision 

On July 2, 1968, The Citizens and Southern Na- 
tional Bank of South Carolina, Charleston, S.C., with 
IPC deposits of $149.8 million, and The Merchants 
and Planters National Bank of Gaffney, Gaffney, S.C., 
with IPC deposits of $6.6 million, applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge under 
the charter and with, the title of the former. A hearing 
on this application was held in Atlanta, Ga., on Octo- 
ber 29, 1968. 

Gaffney, located in the northwest sector of South 
Carolina, had a 1960 population of 10,435, which has 
increased slightly to a present estimate of 12,531. An- 
nexation has been primarily responsible for the popula- 
tion increase. Textiles account for approximately 60 
percent of the area’s industrial development and de- 
fense work provides an important source of area in- 
come. Cherokee County, in which Gaffney is located 
and whose north border is the State of North Carolina, 
had a 1960 population of 35,205 and is presently esti- 
mated at 36,300. The county, however, has not grown 
as rapidly as other counties in the area. 

The merging bank, chartered in 1914, has its main 
office and two branches in Gaffney, while the charter 
bank’s home office is located in Charleston, S.C., 200 
miles to the southeast. Citizens and Southern’s nearest 
branch office to Gaffney is located in Spartanburg, 
Spartanburg County, some 20 miles to the west. In 
addition to the merging bank, the area is also served 
by the $5.2 million Bank of Gaffney; a branch of the 
$205.6 million First National Bank of South Carolina 
located at Cow'pens, 9 miles to the west; the $2.5 mil- 
lion Blacksburg State Bank at Blacksburg, 10 miles to 
the northeast; and the $2.3 million Chesnee State 
Bank, Chesnee, S.C., 14 miles to the northwest. Com- 
mercial bank competition in the area is also derived 
from offices of the large and aggressive North Carolina 
banks located in Charlotte, Kings Mountain, Gastonia, 
and Shelby some 50, 21, 30, and 18 miles, respectively, 
from Gaffney. 

Like many of its counterparts throughout the Na- 
tion, the merging bank is in dire need of top manage- 
ment. At present the bank is headed by a 64-year-old 
president who is anxious to retire since he has been 
with the bank for 46 years, and has been its chief 
executive officer since 1942. The testimony at the hear- 
ing clearly established that the merging bank is strictly 
a one-man bank. The executive vice president and 
cashier are past normal retirement age. Attempts to 
recruit younger management have been unsuccessful 
and there is no one within the bank capable of accept- 


ing the reins of the presidency. The merging bank did 
not install a pension plan until 1962, which has hin- 
dered their recruiting efforts and compelled the older 
officers to continue work, .'kn inadequate salary scale 
and unattractive banking facilities have also hindered 
the recruiting of successor management. 

The merging bank offers no trust services and grants 
no home improvement loans, medical loans, or educa- 
tional loans, even though Limestone Gollege is located 
in Gaffney and there have been a number of applica- 
tions for educational loans by students. The deposit 
growth rate of the merging bank during the past 5 
years has been only 32.1 percent compared to 57.67 
percent for the Bank of Gaffney, 63.17 percent for 
the Chesnee State Bank, and 87.5 percent for the 
Blacksburg State Bank. The fact that the loan-to- 
deposit ratio of the merging bank is only 36.6 percent is 
a strong indication that it is not fully servicing its area. 
A review of the merging bank’s loan portfolio reveals 
that it is heavy in mortgage lending, with a minimum 
volume of commercial and industrial loans. Its credit 
files are inadequate and hand posting of savings ledgers 
is still currently used. 

Since at present no competition exists between the 
charter and merging banks, none will be eliminated by 
this proposal. 

Entry into Gaffney by de novo branching has been 
considered and rejected by the management of Citizens 
and Southern as not being feasible because of the lack 
of area growth. Contributing to this decision has been 
the application for a branch in Gaffney, filed by the 
very aggressive $58 million Southern Bank and Trust 
Company, Greenville, S.C., on September 3, 1968, and 
its approval on November 6, 1968. With the entry of 
Southern Bank and Trust Company’s branch, the 
population per banking office in Gaffney will be de- 
creased to 2,506, and 5,186 per banking office in the 
county, compared with 5,812 per banking office in the 
State. 

The present lending limit of the merging bank is 
$150,000, which has caused a number of local accounts 
to go outside of the area for credit. The lending limit 
of the resultant bank will be $1,850,000, which should 
aid the large local businesses in acquiring their credit 
needs locally, thereby contributing to the convenience 
and needs of the community to be served. 

The testimony at the hearing demonstrated that the 
charter bank’s entry, by merger, into other communities 
of the State has resulted not only in a sharp increase 
in banking competition, but also in additional banking 
services being made available to the townspeople, with 
a concomitant decrease in loan rates and service 
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charges. After the merger, payroll and general com- 
puter services, as well as full trust services, will be of- 
fered in Gaffney for the first time. It is expected that 
with the approval of this application competition in 
Cherokee County and the surrounding area will be 
increased and intensified. 

In view of the record before this office and applying 
the statutory criteria, we find that the benefits to the 
convenience and needs of the community clearly out- 
weigh any anticompetitive effects that may exist. Ac- 
cordingly, the application to merge, being in the public 
interest, is approved. 

January 22, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Citizens has about 13 percent of the State’s total 
deposits and is the second largest of the four statewide 
commercial banking systems in South Carolina. 

Gaffney (population 19,000), the seat of Cherokee 
County (population 36,000), is located in the north- 
west sector of South Carolina, where the State’s in- 
dustry is concentrated. Textiles account for 
approximately 60 percent of industrial development in 
this area, with defense establishments also providing 
an important source of income. The economy of the 
Gaffney area alone is dominated by three textile mills. 

The nearest office of Citizens to Gaffney is 20 miles 
to the west in Spartanburg County, and a branch of 
the First National Bank of South Carolina, the State’s 
third largest bank, is located in the intervening area. 


Although Citizens has several very large accounts which 
originate from the Gaffney area, there does not appear 
to be any substantial competition between the banks. 

South Carolina law permits statewide de novo 
branch banking. Gaffney is now served by two banks. 
Merchants and Bank of Gaffney (total deposits: $5.7 
million) . The county is also served by one other bank, 
Blacksburg State Bank (total deposits: $2 million), lo- 
cated 9 miles northeast of Gaffney. As of June 30, 1966, 
Merchants held 67 percent of county IPC demand de- 
posits, Bank of Gaffney held 21 percent, and Blacks- 
burg State Bank held 12 percent. Given its present 
population, the large textile manufacturers located 
there, and its prospects for future growth, Gaffney 
would appear to be an attractive market for new bank- 
ing entry. Citizens, the second largest bank in the State, 
with a:bout 13 percent of the State’s deposits, already 
has branches throughout this area of the State, includ- 
ing the counties contiguous to Cherokee County on the 
east and west. With its resources and apparent interest 
in this area, Citizens appears to be one of the most 
likely potential entrants into this area through de novo 
branching or through merger with one of the two 
smaller banks located there. 

The acquisition of Merchants, by far the largest bank 
in this growing area, by Citizens would further en- 
trench Merchants in its dominant position and elim- 
inate one of its most likely potential competitors. We 
conclude, therefore, that consummation of this merger 
would have a significantly adverse effect on potential 
competition. 

• 55 - 


Royal National B.ank of New York, New York, N.Y., and United Bank and Trust Company, New York, N.Yj 


i 


Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$10, 969, 090 
255, 798, 381 

266,767,471 

1 


and Royal National Bank of New York, New York, N.Y. (15029), which had .... 
merged Feb. 28, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (15029). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 

10 


11 


comptroller’s DECISION 

On November 19, 1968, the Royal National Bank 
of New York, New York, N.Y., with IPC deposits 
of $186 million, and the United Bank and Trust 
Company, New York, N.Y., with IPC deposits of $7 
million, applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 

46 


for permission to merge under the charter and with 
the title of the former. 

The Royal National Bank of New York, New York, 
N.Y., was organized in 1925, and converted to a Na- 
tional charter in 1962. This bank now maintains 10 
offices in New York City, of which four are located in 
Manhattan, four in the Bronx, one in Queens, and one 
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in Brooklyn. The bank’s serv ice area is densely popu- 
lated, with a population of approximately 8 million, 
and enjoys a diversified economy which includes in- 
dustrial, financial, advertising, and commercial activity. 
The charter bank encounters intense competition from 
other commercial banks, including some of the largest 
banks in the Nation, and ranks 14th in terms of total 
resources of the 20 commercial banks located in New 
York City. 

The United Bank and Trust Company, New York, 
N.Y., was organized in 1929 as an industrial bank, and 
acquired a commercial bank charter in 1968. The merg- 
ing bank operates one office in Brooklyn, which has 
a population of approximately 2.5 million. The bank’s 
service area is predominately a residential area with 
considerable retail activity and some heavy industry. 
Although the merging bank draws most of its business 
from its immediate service area, it has not pro\ed to 
be an effective competitor. It is the smallest commercial 
bank in New York City. 

The nearest offices of the participating banks are 
located about 2.6 miles apart in Brooklyn. There is 
no actual or potential competition between the two 
banks, which have a substantial common ownership. 
If this application is approved, it is anticipated that 
the merging bank will be able to compete more effec- 
tively with the offices of the much larger commercial 
and savings banks located in the area. 

\Vhen the merger is consummated, sert-ice to the 


public in the merging bank’s service area will be im- 
proved through the increased lending limit of the re- 
sulting bank, and the availability of the computer 
facilities, corporate trust, and international banking 
services of the charter bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we find that it is in 
the public interest, and the application is, therefore, 
approved. 

January 29, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The only office of United and the only Brooklyn 
office of Royal are located within a few miles from 
each other near the East River, with numerous banks 
operating in the intervening areas; both offices of the 
merging banks are surrounded by branch offices of 
much larger banks. Thus, competition between the 
banks probably is not substantial. 

On the other hand, it seems likely that Royal, the 
15th largest bank headquartered in New York City, 
would expand by de novo branching into the Williams- 
burg area, if prevented from acquiring United. Royal’s 
application states that it “is desirous of expanding its 
services in the borough of Brooklyn where it now 
maintains only one office.” Thus, it appears that this 
merger will eliminate potential competition between 
these two banks. However, after this merger there will 
still be numerous other large potential de novo entrants 
into this area. 


The First Nation.^l Bank of Erie, Erie, Pa., and First National Bank of Meadville, Meadville, Pa. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

! Total assets 

\ 

Bankin. 

In 

operation 

j offices 

To be 
operated 


i $40,007,811 
145,880,855 

1 


and The First National Bank of Erie, Erie, Pa. (12), which had 

consolidated Feb. 28, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (12) and title “The 
First National Bank of Pennsylvania.” The consolidated bank at date of consoli- 

10 


dation h.ad 

185, 888, 666 


14 


comptroller’s decision 

On October 18, 1968, the First National Bank of 
Meadville, Meadville, Pa., with IPC deposits of $30 
million, and The First National Bank of Erie, Erie, Pa., 
with IPC deposits of $112 million, applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to consoli- 
date under the charter of the latter and with the title 


“First National Bank of Pennsylvania,” with its main 
office in Meadville. 

The city of Erie, with a population of 138,000 and 
currently enjoying urban redevelopment and revital- 
ization, is located in Erie County, physically the far 
northwestern projection of Pennsylvania. The State’s 
third largest city and one of the largest inland seaports 
in the world, Erie’s position on both Lake Erie and the 
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St. Lawrence Seaway is unique within Pennsylvania 
and Iras attracted diverse industries which recently 
have been prospering and expanding. The county’s 
recent population growth, though lower than the na- 
tional trend, has exceeded the statewide rate to some 
degree. The local economic market has, in the past, 
been somewhat limited by Erie County’s geographical 
borders: Lake Erie on the north; the nearby State 
lines of Ohio on the west, and New York on the east; 
and, the southern border along Crawford County. 

In the last decade, the county’s economic growth 
has been at a greater rate than other metropolitan 
areas of the State, and there is presently a need for 
concomitant banking growth. The local banks, which 
are presently too small to serve all the needs of local 
industries now in operation and those soon to be in 
operation, can expand only to the south which is still 
largely undeveloped industrially. Nevertheless, bank- 
ing competition within the Erie market can be charac- 
terized as lively. The charter bank, which has been in 
continuous existence as a National bank since its 
organization in 1863, under Charter Number 12, is the 
largest of eight banks headquartered in the county, 
holding 30.8 percent of the total deposits of the eight. 
However, it does not dominate the local banking mar- 
ket. The next largest bank is within approximately 
three percentage points in total deposits, and the third 
and fourth largest are relatively close in size. In addi- 
tion to the four remaining banks headquartered in the 
county, a nonresident bank, the Pennsylvania Bank and 
Trust Company, with IPC deposits of $64 million, has 
two of its eight branches within the county. Compe- 
tition from savings and loan institutions, which have 
$139 million in resources in Erie County, is intense, 
while commercial banks in Pittsburgh and other cities 
compete aggressively in the Erie County banking mar- 
ket. Through August of 1968, Pennsylvania banks out- 
side the county made mortgage loans within the coun- 
ty, equivalent to 125 percent of those of the charter 
bank. 

Meadville, approximately 40 miles south of the city 
of Erie, is in Crawford County, contiguous to, and 
south of, Erie County. The Meadville bank maintains 
its head office and a drive-in facility in Meadville 
and an additional branch and drive-in facility in 
neighboring Venango County. The combined popula- 
tion of this essentially rural two-county area is 145,000, 
and the economy of the area is primarily agricultural, 
although it is fairly well supported by a mixture of some 
industry and commerce. Improved highways and a 
degree of population growth in Crawford County, 
approximately twice the statewide rate, are beginning 
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to attract industry, with consequent commercial de- 
velopment and economic acceleration. The manufac- 
turing growth rate has exceeded the statewide growth 
rate in recent years, and new major facilities are sched- 
uled to begin operation in the near term. Of the nine 
banks headquartered in Crawford and Venango coun- 
ties, the Meadville bank is relatively small, ranking 
fourth. Its three largest banking competitors each have 
over $100 million in resources. Additionally, as with the 
banks in Erie County, the banks in Crawford and 
Venango counties experience intensive competition 
from banks outside the area, as well as from savings 
and loan associations and other nonbanking financial 
institutions. 

There is no competition between the applicant 
banks. Historically and geographically their markets 
have been separate, and their closest offices are 24 miles 
apart. Of the 31 banking offices operated by the four 
Erie banks, only one is located outside Erie County, 
making it clear that little overlap in the respective 
service areas of the applicant banks has occurred. 
Additionally, no likelihood exists that the banks would 
become competitors in the future. The Meadville bank 
has limited resources available for expansion, espe- 
cially into Erie County where larger banks with a 
greater range of services are well established. The 
charter bank has no plans to open costly de novo 
branches in Crawford and Venango counties, where 
the scattered population and relatively low average 
level of deposits in all banks there discourage new 
entrants by making de novo branching not economi- 
cally feasible. Aside from the unfavorable economic 
climate, the conflict of names between these two banks 
would militate against approval of an application by 
First National Bank of Erie to establish a branch in 
the service area of First National Bank of Meadville. 

Because the banking structure in western Pennsyl- 
vania has evolved into two separate and distinct bank- 
ing regions, with Allegheny County as the focus of 
the southwestern region, and Crawford County as the 
logical core of the northwestern region, comprised of 
Erie, Crawford, Mercer, Venango, and Warren coun- 
ties, assessment of the proposed consolidation in light 
of its regional aspects is appropriate. A superior high- 
way network is being developed in this five-county 
area, and, as industrialization develops, Crawford 
County will assume greater importance as a com- 
mercial and transportation center for the region. Its 
present banking resources are inadequate to meet the 
demands of a resurgent and expanding economy. Cur- 
rently, local banks must rely on participations in many 
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cases. In others, potential customers utilize the greater 
resources and services of larger banks situated outside 
northwestern Pennsylvania. The addition of the pro- 
posed consolidated bank to this region will stimulate 
competition within the region and increase the bank- 
ing services available to a growing economy. 

Consummation of this proposal will clearly be in 
the public interest from many aspects. In addition to 
the foregoing, the residents of the Crawford- Venango 
area will acquire access to the greater size and capacity 
of the consolidated bank, which will bring a full-service 
trust department, electronic data processing services, 
the ability to satisfy the local demands for larger loans, 
and a full panoply of other sophisticated banking serv- 
ices to its present and potential customers in that 
area. As previously stated, a new bank more able to 
compete with the large banks already there will be 
located in the center of a region that is expected to 
expand rapidly in the near future — a bank with the 
management and progressive outlook needed to assist 
in developing the potential that exists in the north- 
western Pennsylvania economy. Under State law, the 
resulting bank would also be able to later expand its 
operation into five contiguous counties as industrial 
needs develop there. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we conclude the con- 
solidation is in the public interest, and the application 
is, therefore, approved. 

January 22, 1969. 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The main offices of the banks are 38 miles apart and 
their closest offices are about 24 miles apart; with 
several banking offices in the intervening area. Thus 
there does not appear to be significant existing competi- 
tion between the banks. 

As of June 30, 1966, Meadville Bank held the third 
largest share, or 19.5 percent, of IPG deposits in 
Crawford County as a whole. In Meadville, itself, 
Meadville Bank is the second largest bank (out of 
three) in terms of total deposits but the largest in 
terms of local operations, with about 38 percent of 
IPC deposits held in Meadville. As of June 30, 1966, 
Meadville Bank also had the second largest share, or 
about 30 percent, of IPG deposits held by the five 
banks operating in western and central Crawford 
County, and two banks held about 62 percent of IPC 
deposits. 

Pennsylvania law would permit Erie Bank to estab- 
lish de novo branches in Crawford County. Erie Bank, 
with about 31.5 percent of Erie County commercial 
bank deposits, is the largest bank in Erie County, and 
the largest bank legally eligible to branch into this 
county. Thus Erie Bank appears to be the most likely 
potential entrant into Meadville and the western part 
of Crawford County, which appear to be concentrated 
banking markets. This merger with tlie county’s third 
largest bank would eliminate this potential competi- 
tion. For these reasons, we believe that this merger 
will have a significantly adverse effect on competition. 

* 


* * 


National Valley Bank and Trust Company, Chambersburc, Pa., and The Farmers Bank of Mercersburg, 

Mercersburg, Pa. 




1 

1 

j Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$4, 612, 759 

58, 334, 103 

62, 946, 862 

1 


and National Valley Bank and Trust Company, Chambersburg, Pa, (593), 

11 


merged Mar. 1, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (593). The merged 

12 



i 


comptroller’s DECISION 

On October i 1, 1968, the National Valley Bank and 
Trust Company, Chambersburg, Pa., and The Farmers 
Bank of Mercersburg, Mercersburg, Pa., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
under the charter and with the title of the former. 


The charter bank, with IPG deposits of $46.1 mil- 
lion, was established in 1809. Today the bank operates 
11 offices serving the Chambersburg market area. 
Growth since 1948, when the bank was a unit opera- 
tion having $10 million in total assets, has been par- 
ticularly good and is expected to continue into the 
foreseeable future. 
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Chambersburg, home of the charter bank and county 
seat of Franklin County, has an estimated population 
of 18,000 and a trading area population of 50,000. It 
lies in the south-central sector of the State, approxi- 
mately 22 miles north of Hagerstown, Md., and 50 
miles southwest of Harrisburg. Although the area sur- 
rounding Chambersburg is primarily rural, a number 
of manufacturing and industrial plants are relocating 
or establishing new facilities in the area. In addition, 
two Federal installations, employing slightly more than 

16.000, are located here. Banking competition for the 
charter bank within Chambersburg comes from the 
$20 million Chambersburg Trust Company and the 
$30 million Farmers and Merchants Trust Company, 
and from outside Chambersburg from the $30 million 
First National Bank in Waynesboro. A number of 
much larger regional institutions located in York, 
Harrisburg, and Hagerstown also compete. Savings 
and loan associations, personal finance companies, in- 
surance companies, small loan companies, and direct 
lending agencies of the Federal Government also oper- 
ate in the area. 

The Farmers Bank of Mercersburg, with IPC de- 
posits of $3.9 million, is a unit bank which began busi- 
ness in 1874. Although this bank has operated satis- 
factorily in the past, the increased demand for large 
loans coupled with the merging bank’s size make future 
prospects dim. 

Mercersburg, the home of the merging bank, is lo- 
cated 18 miles southwest of Chambersburg. It has a 
population of 1,800 and a trade area population of 

5.000. The economy of this area is essentially agri- 
cultural. However, a tannery is located in Mercers- 
burg, as is Mercersburg Academy. Fairchild-Hiller and 
Mack Truck, in Hagerstown, and Letterkenny Army 
Depot, near Chambersburg, provide employment for 
some of the town’s residents. The larger First National 
Bank of Mercersburg provides direct local competition, 
while much larger regional banks in Hagerstown, Md., 
Harrisburg, and York compete for business in the gen- 
eral area. 

The communities in which both banks operate will 
benefit from the larger lending limit of the resulting 

* 


bank. Present customers of the merging bank will have 
readily available a full range of banking services, in- 
cluding the facilities of a $32 million trust department, 
not heretofore available in Mercersburg. 

The merger will have little effect on present com- 
petition between the merging banks, which is minimal. 
At the same time, the merger will be a step forward 
in helping to create a strong regional bank, better 
equipped to meet the financial needs of a growing 
economy and the competition supplied by larger banks 
in Hagerstown, Md., Flarrisburg, and York. 

It is concluded in the light of the statutory criteria 
that this merger is in the public interest. It is, there- 
fore, approved. 

January 22, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

National Valley Bank, and Farmers Bank are both 
located in Franklin County, an area with a growth 
rate more than double that of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania as a whole. 

The closest offices of the merging banks are 4 miles 
apart and there would appear to be substantial com- 
petition between them which would be eliminated by 
the merger. Mercersburg now has two banks: Farmers 
and First National Bank of Mercersburg (total de- 
posits: $6 million). Although the application claims 
that Mercersburg is already overbanked, it also states 
that National Valley Bank will consider applying for 
a de novo office in the Mercersburg area if its appli- 
cation is not approved. Thus the merger will also 
eliminate the potential for increased competition be- 
tween these banks in the future. 

Franklin County is presently served by 11 banks 
with 30 banking offices. National Valley Bank has the 
largest share, or about 28 percent, of IPC demand de- 
posits in the county, three banks have about 59 percent 
of such deposits. If this merger is consummated. Na- 
tional Valley will hold about 32 percent, and three 
banks will hold about 63 percent, of such deposits. In 
our view, this merger would have an adverse effect on 
competition. 
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First National Bank and Trust Company, Ontario, Calif., and Inland Valley Bank, Hemet, Calif. 


Name of bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In To be 

1 operation 1 operated 

t 


1 

$6, 505, 653 
67, 092, 206 

7.3, 597, 859 

2 ! 

and First National Bank and Trust Company, Ontario, Calif. (6268), which had. . 
merged Mar. 10, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (6268). The 

11 ) 

: !3 


i 


comptroller's decision 

On December 2, 1968, the First National Bank and 
Trust Company, Ontario, Calif., and the Inland Valley 
Bank, Hemet, Calif., applied to the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
under the charter and with the title of the former. 

The First National Bank and Trust Company, the 
charter bank, serves a population of 229,000 located 
in the western portions of San Bernardino and River- 
side counties. The economy is diverse, consisting of 
light and heavy industry, agriculture, and residential 
development. Prospects for continued growth are 
excellent. 

The charter bank, with IPC deposits of $52 million, 
operates 10 branches in its service area. Its lending 
limit is adequate for most local needs and its resources 
are sufficient to permit it to offer a relatively full com- 
plement of modern banking services. 

Inland Valley Bank, with IPC deposits of $5.1 mil- 
lion, serves the Hemet Valley area, 53 miles southeast 
of Ontario, where the charter bank’s main office is lo- 
cated. This bank operates no branches although its 
proposal to establish a branch 1 mile west of Hemet, 
its home office location, has been approved. 

The merging bank finds its lending limit inadequate 
to fulfill the needs of the large and growing agricul- 
tural, industrial, and commercial accounts in the 
Hemet Valley. The expected economic growth, the 
development of retirement facilities, and the consolida- 
tion of agricultural units have forced local bank users 
to seek outside banking sources offering larger lines of 
credit and more extensive service. 

* 


The proposed merger would bring the Hemet Valley 
area an additional full-service bank with sufficient re- 
sources to meet local credit needs. It would replace a 
small institution, having only limited capacity to serve 
the public, with a branch bank capable of competing 
with branches of the large statewide systems operating 
in the area. 

The competitive effect of the merger will not be ad- 
verse. The applicant banks do not compete with each 
other at all; their closest offices are 28 miles apart. 
Neither bank dominates the banking structure in its 
own area: The charter bank holds only 12 percent of 
the deposits and 1 1 percent of the loans in its area, and 
Inland Valley holds 10 percent of the deposits and 13 
percent of the loans in its area. 

Applying the statutory criteria we conclude that the 
proposal is in the public interest. It is, therefore, 
approved. 

February 5, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The head offices of the merging banks are about 53 
miles apart. Their nearest offices are about 28 miles 
apart, with numerous banking alternatives in the inter- 
vening area. Thus, it does not appear that this merger 
will eliminate any signific:mt existing competition. 

California law permits statewide de novo branching. 
Therefore, FNB could be permitted to branch de novo 
into Hemet. However, Hemet (population 5,416) is 
now served by four banks, and a fifth. Bank of America, 
has an application pending to open an office there. 
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Southern California First National Bank, San Diego, Calif., and Orange County Bank, San Juan Capistrano, Cauf. 




Banking offices 

jVaOTF of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$10, 329, 181 

594, 500, 249 
603, 463,615 

3 


was purchased Mar. 13, 1969, by Southern California First National Bank, San 

46 


After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 

49 


comptroller’s decision 

On November 13, 1968, Southern California First 
National Bank, San Diego, Calif., applied to the Office 
of the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
purchase the assets and assume the liabilities of Orange 
County Bank, San Juan Capistrano, Calif. 

Southern California First National Bank, with IPC 
deposits of $422.2 million, was chartered in 1883 as the 
First National Bank of San Diego. Operated as a unit 
bank until 1927, it has since pursued a policy of aggres- 
sive expansion. Today it operates 34 branches in San 
Diego County, four in Orange County, and five in 
Los Angeles County, and has approval for two addi- 
tional branches to be located in Los Angeles County, 
one in Orange County, and one in San Diego County. 

The market area covered by the purchasing bank 
includes all of San Diego County, which has a popula- 
tion of about 1.3 million, half of whom reside in the 
city of San Diego. It also covers Orange County and 
Los Angeles County. The economy of this area is stable 
and highly diversified in agriculture, industry, foreign 
and domestic finance and trade, and many other com- 
mercial and service activities. 

Numerous commercial banking offices compete in 
the purchasing bank’s service area including offices of 
California’s largest banks. In 1967, San Diego County 
was served by 153 banking offices, while, in Orange 
County, 155 branches of 25 different banks operated. 
Of the latter total, 114 offices were operated by The 
Bank of America, Security Pacific National, United 
California Bank, and Crocker-Citizens National Bank. 
Savings and loan associations, insurance companies, 
credit unions, commercial credit companies, personal 
loan companies, and lending agencies of the Federal 
Government also operate in the area. 

The selling Orange County Bank, with IPC deposits 
of $8 million, opened for business in 1961. It presently 
operates a branch in Costa Mesa, 45 miles northwest 
of its head office, and one in Dana Point, about 7 miles 
south of its head office. The bank has not experienced 
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growth commensurate with the growth of the area 
which it serves. 

The primary market area served by the Orange 
County Bank, which is located 65 miles northwest of 
San Diego, encompasses San Juan Capistrano, Dana 
Point, and portions of Newport Beach and San 
Clemente, as well as surrounding county territory. The 
economy of this area is the same as Orange County 
generally, and can best be characterized as dynamic. 
Orange County has experienced phenomenal residen- 
tial, commercial, and industrial growth since 1950. 
Since that time, the population of the county has in- 
creased from 216,000 to a present 1,300,000, and the 
emphasis has shifted from a predominantly agricul- 
tural economy to one which is diversified in industry, 
manufacturing, services, and tourism. Competing with 
the selling bank in its service area are 18 commercial 
banks, numerous savings and loan associations, and a 
number of other financial institutions, including credit 
unions, sales finance companies, personal loan com- 
panies, mortgage companies, factors, and lending 
agencies of the Federal Government. The largest com- 
mercial banks in the area are the United California 
Bank, operating 26 offices which account for 37.6 per- 
cent of the area’s total deposits; Bank of America, 
operating 63 branches in the area, which hold 24.1 
percent of the area’s total deposits; and Security Pa- 
cific National Bank, operating 39 branches which 
account for 12.2 percent of the area’s total deposits. 
The selling bank and its three offices hold total deposits 
of $8.1 million, which are 0.3 percent of the area’s 
total. 

Benefits of the combination to the community, par- 
ticularly to the clientele of the Orange County Bank, 
will be the availability of a larger bank which can 
accommodate virtually all legitimate credit requests. 
Trust services will be available, as well as the more 
extended ancillary services which the combined bank 
can offer. 

Because of the distance between the offices of the 
two banks there are only insignificant amounts of 
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competition between them which will be eliminated. 
The small size of the selling bank in relation to the pur- 
chasing bank will result in little competitive change 
in the banking structure in the San Diego and Los 
Angeles service areas. In Orange County the com- 
bined bank will enhance competition by introducing 
the expanding services of the purchasing bank as an 
alternative to the largest banks operating there. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, this 
merger is judged to be in the public interest and is, 
therefore, approved. 

February 6, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY .ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Although the head offices of the applicant banks 
are 52 miles apart, their nearest offices are only 5 miles 
apart in Orange County; there are no banks in the 
intervening area. Thus, it appears that the proposed 
acquisition will result in the elimination of some direct 
competition. 


Moreover, the proposed acquisition will also result 
in the elimination of the potential for increased compe- 
tition, particularly in Orange County. Southern Cali- 
fornia Bank plans to open a de novo branch in San 
Clemente, about 10 miles from a branch of Orange 
County Bank; the amount of direct competition be- 
tween the two will be limited because four branches 
of some of the biggest California banks operate in the 
intervening area. Nevertheless, the opening of this 
branch does demonstrate Southern California Bank’s 
interest and willingness to expand its Orange County 
operations through de novo branching. 

As of June 30, 1966, 22 banks operated in Orange 
County. As of that date, the two banks that are now 
the Orange County branches of Southern California 
Bank held slightly over 1 percent of the county IPC 
demand deposits and Orange County Bank held 
slightly over one-half of 1 percent of such deposits. 
However, Orange County clearly overstates the mar- 
ket that will be effected by this merger. 


« * * 


The Hazleto.v National Bank, Hazleton, Pa., and The First National Bank of Nuremberg, Nuremberg, Pa. 


Banking offices 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


The First National Bank of Nuremberg, Nuremberg, Pa. (12563), with 

and The Hazleton National Bank, Hazleton, Pa. (4204), which had 

merged Mar. 17, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (4204). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 

i 


$2, 667, 097 
50, 367, 934 

53, 035,031 


1 

5 


6 


comptroller’s decision 

On August 28, 1968, The Hazleton National Bank, 
Hazleton, Luzerne County, Pa., and The First National 
Bank of Nuremberg, Nuremberg, Schuylkill County, 
Pa., applied to the Office of the Comptroller of the 
Currency for permission to merge under the charter 
and with the title of the former. 

The charter bank, with IPC deposits of $40 million, 
is located in Hazleton, Pa., a city of about 35,000 
people. Hazleton was formerly a center for the mining 
and production of anthracite coal. With the decline of 
the coal industry in the 1940’s and 1950’s, the growth 
and economic stability of Hazleton was adversely 
affected as people and businesses left the area and 
unemployment rose to 16 percent. In the mid-1950’s. 


through a progressive program, new business and capi- 
tal investment were attracted, and the population in- 
creased to reflect the new industrial growth. The 
management of the bank, being young and extremely 
capable, is largely responsible for the bank’s favorable 
growth and the excellent prospects for the future. 

The single-office merging bank, with IPC deposits 
of $2 million, is situated in Nuremberg, Pa., a town of 
some 1,000 people, located about 15 miles southwest 
of Flazleton in Schuylkill County, Pa. The area is pre- 
dominantly agricultural, and the bank, while trying to 
meet these needs, has been slow in its growth because 
the agricultural economy has been very sluggish. The 
bank has only one full-time officer and his sickness or 
death would leave no responsible leadership. 

The area presently served by the merging banks in- 
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eludes portions of Schuylkill and Luzerne counties. 
The applicant bank serves the city of Hazleton and an 
area 5 to 10 miles beyond the city limits. The merging 
bank is entirely a “local” bank limited to Nuremberg 
and the surrounding farm population. The respective 
areas are completely different with the applicant’s 
service area being highly industrialized with such 
diversified businesses as plastics, electronics, clothing, 
and needle companies. The merging bank’s trade area, 
almost solely agricultural, is presently at an economic 
standstill; on the completion of two major interstate 
highways, increased growth is imminent and expected. 
The two banks are noncompetitive. Each is located in 
separate areas some 15 miles apart. 

This merger will not unduly concentrate area bank- 
ing assets in the resultant bank. It will increase the 
resources of Hazleton National Bank to $49.1 million, 
far short of several other competitors: Northeastern 
Pennsylvania National Bank and Trust Company, 
Hazleton, Pa., with $268.6 million total resources; the 
First National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Pa., with $138.5 
million in assets; and Pennsylvania National Bank and 
Trust Company, Pottsville, Pa., with assets of $107.9 
million. This merger will insure a more progressive 
bank to serve the needs of Nuremberg. It will offer 
increased lending limits, introduce a highly capable 
and aggressive management, and extend more diversi- 
fied banking services to its customers. 

Applying the statutory criteria to this proposal, it 
is found to be in the public interest. The merger is, 
therefore, approved. 

January 22, 1969. 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Hazleton and Nuremberg are located in the anthra- 
cite coal region of northeastern Pennsylvania. The 
economy of Hazleton (population approximately 32,- 
000) was hit hard when the mining of anthracite coal 
declined in the early fifties. Since that period, industry 
of a diversified nature has developed in the Hazleton 
area and the economy is growing again. Nuremberg 
(population about 1,000) is located 15 miles southwest 
of Hazleton. There are five commercial banks with 
11 offices in Hazleton, while Bank of Nuremberg is 
the only bank in Nuremberg. 

The offices of Hazleton National nearest to Bank of 
Nuremberg are in Hazleton about 15 miles away. Com- 
petition between the two banks would be slight. 
Nuremberg’s services appear to be limited to customers 
in the Nuremberg area. Some Nuremberg residents 
work in Hazleton and may do business with Hazleton 
banks, including Hazleton National. 

Pennsylvania law would permit each bank to branch 
into the areas where the other operates offices. How- 
ever, in view of the Bank of Nuremberg’s limited size, 
it seems quite unlikely that it would branch de novo 
into Hazleton or other areas in Luzerne County. Also, 
Bank of Nuremberg’s modest competitive position in 
Schuylkill County (as shown by the fact that it ac- 
counted for only about 1 percent of the county’s com- 
mercial bank deposits) would reduce the significance 
of Hazleton National’s entry into Schuylkill County by 
merger rather than de novo branching, even if the lat- 
ter form of entry were likely. For these reasons, we 
believe that the proposed merger would have very 
little significant effect on potential competition. 


Peoples First National Bank and Trust Company, Hazleton, Pa., and The Bank op Lehighton, Lehighton, Pa. 


Banking offices 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


The Bank of Lehighton, Lehighton, Pa., with 

and Peoples First National Bank and Trust Company, Hazleton, Pa. (3693), 

which had 

merged Mar. 31, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (3893). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


$7,217, 437 
53, 077, 293 
60, 342, 001 


To be 
operated 


1 

5 


6 
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comptroller’s decision 

On September 23, 1968, the Peoples First National 
Bank and Trust Company, Hazleton, Pa., and The 
Bank of Lehigh ton, Lehighton, Pa., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
under the charter and with the title of the former. 

Peoples First National Bank and Trust Company, 
the charter bank, with I PC deposits of approximately 
$44 million, was chartered in 1888. In addition to its 
main office in Hazleton, it operates four branch offices, 
two in Hazleton, one in Conyngham, and one in 
Freeland. 

The Bank of Lehighton, the merging bank, with IPC 
deposits of approximately $5.2 million, was organized 
in 1949. This bank operates no branch offices. 

The charter bank serves an area, comprised of 
southern Luzerne County and northern Carbon and 
Schuylkill counties, with a population of approxi- 
mately 88,000. The area is highly diversified economi- 
cally, with industries engaged in fabricating light 
metals, processing and fabricating synthetic materials, 
and manufacturing electrical fixtures, house and cargo 
trailers, and paper packaging. There is also anthra- 
cite coal mining and processing in this area. 

The merging bank serves Lehighton and the sur- 
rounding area of Carbon County, a population of ap- 
proximately 14,500. The area is primarily a residential 
sector with most of the labor force being employed in 
the Allentown-Easton-Bethlehem labor market, 30 
miles to the southeast. The mountainous areas imme- 
diately to the north and east of Lehighton have his- 
torically been a tourist attraction and, with the 
development of modem highway networks connecting 
this area with metropolitan New York and Philadel- 
phia, the demand for recreational facilities has in- 
creased. A number of out-of-area individuals are 
constructing year-round residences in this sector of 
Carbon County with the intention of retiring there. 

The charter bank is the fourth ranked of eight 
banks competing in its service area. The largest bank, 
American Bank and Trust Company of Pennsylvania, 
Reading, Pa., with total deposits of $329 million, oper- 
ates a branch in McAdoo, 4 miles from Hazleton. The 
second largest bank. Northeastern Pennsylvania Na- 
tional Bank, Scranton, Pa., with total deposits of $236 
million, operates two offices in Hazleton. The third 
largest bank. The First National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, 
with total deposits of $117 million, operates branch 
offices in Drum and Conyngham. Due to the size of 


the merging bank, this merger will not have any sig- 
nificant effect on the competitive position of the charter 
bank within its present service area. In fact, it will 
place the locally based charter bank in a better position 
to compete against the larger out-of-area based banks. 

There are eight banks operating in the seiwice area 
of the merging bank, which ranks seventh in size. Five 
of the seven competitors have total deposits of over 
$10 million. This merger will not significantly affect 
the competitive position of these banks except to intro- 
duce a new, vigorous, and aggressive competitor into 
the area. 

Competition between the subject banks is non- 
existent. This is due to geographic barriers between 
the two areas which makes customer crossover unlikely 
since other banking alternatives are more readily avail- 
able. These same barriers make it economically un- 
feasible for either of the subject banks to branch de 
novo into the other’s market area. 

The resulting bank, with its increased lending 
capacity, will be better equipped to meet the financial 
needs of the industrial community of Hazleton and at 
the same time provide the funds for the residential 
and recreational expansion and development of the 
Lehighton area. Trust services, heretofore not provided 
by the merging bank, will be available, along with the 
benefits of an electronic data processing system cur- 
rently in use by the charter bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

January 30, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

There appears to be little competition between the 
merging banks, which are 20 miles apart. Peoples and 
Lehighton Bank are separated by mountainous ter- 
rain which apparently tends to limit customer mobility. 
There are also several banks in the intervening area, as 
well as in the town of Lehighton, which compete with 
Lehighton Bank. 

Pennsylvania law would permit each bank to branch 
into the areas where the other operates offices. How- 
ever, in view of the Lehighton Bank’s limited size, it 
seems quite unlikely that it would branch de novo into 
Hazleton or other areas in Luzerne County. Also, 
Lehighton Bank’s modest competitive position in 
Carbon County ( as shown by the fact that it accounted 
for only about 7.5 percent of the county’s commercial 
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bank deposits) would reduce the significance of of entry were likely. For these reasons, we believe that 

People’s entry into the Carbon County by merger the proposed merger would have very little significant 

rather than de novo branching, even if the latter form effect on potential competition. 


•Sf * •» 


The First National Bank of Newark, Newark, Ohio, and The First National Bank of Utica, Utica, Ohio 


Banking offices 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


The First National Bank of Utica, Utica, Ohio (7596), with 

and The First Nationtd Bank of Newark, Newark, Ohio (858), which had 

merged Mar. 31, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (858). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


$6, 991, 140 
39, 643, 928 

46, 539, 404 


To be 
operated 


1 

4 


5 


comptroller’s decision 

On December 13, 1968, The First National Bank of 
Utica, Utica, Ohio, and The First National Bank of 
Newark, Newark, Ohio, applied to the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
under the charter and with the title of the latter. 

The First National Bank of Newark, with IPC 
deposits of $29.2 million, was chartered in 1865. It 
operates three branches, one each in the municipalities 
of Newark, Heath, and Buckeye Lake. Newark, the 
county seat of Licking County, is located in the geo- 
graphic center of the State, about 33 miles east of 
Columbus, Ohio. It has a reported population of 
47,000 inhabitants, with 67,000 located in the trade 
area. The economy of the Newark area is largely 
dependent upon manufacturing and trucking. 

The merging First National Bank of Utica, a unit 
bank with IPC deposits of $5.8 million, was organized 
in 1871 as a private bank and converted to a National 
bank status in 1905, under its present name. Utica is 
located 13 miles north of Newark near the Licking 
County line. Its population approximates 2,000 while 
4,500 additional residents are served in the trade area. 
The economy of this area is largely agricultural 
although the village has one firm with 292 employees. 

There are presently 10 banks operating in Licking 
County. In addition to the charter bank, the $65 mil- 
lion Park National Bank of Newark, operating five 
branches, and the $42 million Newark Trust Company, 
operating three branches, compete in Newark. The 
$7 million merging bank has direct competition in 
Utica from the single-office, $4 million, Utica Savings 
Bank. Many other banks in the central Ohio area, 
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including the largest Columbus banks, solicit business 
from Licking County. 

Competition will not be adversely affected by this 
merger as there is presently little competition between 
the merging banks. Because of Licking County’s posi- 
tion in the central Ohio area, as one of the 20 counties 
for which Columbus is the focal point, bank competi- 
tion will be only slightly affected as a result of this 
merger. In Newark, and in Licking County, the char- 
ter bank’s position as third will not change. In Utica, 
bank competition should be stimulated through the 
introduction of additional services which can be offered 
by the resulting bank. 

Consummation of this merger should assure con- 
tinuity of management, thereby eliminating the man- 
agement succession problem present in the merging 
bank. In addition, this merger will make available to 
the customers of the merging bank larger loans, elec- 
tronic data processing, and generally a more aggressive 
banking institution. 

In light of the statutory criteria, it is determined 
that the merger is in the public interest and is, there- 
fore, approved. 

February 18, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The First National Bank of Newark, organized in 
1865, is a subsidiary of BancOhio Corporation, Colum- 
bus, Ohio, a registered bank holding company. It 
operates its main office and a branch in Newark, and 
two branches outside of Newark in Licking County, 
Ohio. 

The closest offices of the merging banks are 13 miles 
apart, with no banks in the intervening area. Although 
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Newark Bank originates only $117,000 in IPG deposits 
and $106,000 in loans from the Utica area, Utica 
Bank originates $290,000 in IPG deposits and $235,000 
in loans from the Newark area. Thus, it appears that 
Utica Bank is a competitive alternative for residents 
of the Newark area. This competition would be elimi- 
nated by this merger. 

Ohio law permits de novo branching in the county 
in which the bank’s head office is located. Thus, either 
bank could branch into the other’s service area. How- 
ever, it would not appear likely that Newark Bank 
would branch de novo into Utica (population 2,000), 
which already has two banks and a small population. 
Newark (population 47,000) is now served by Newark 
Bank and two other banks, with total deposits of $65 


million and $42 million, respectively. Utica Bank, 
which has not opened a branch office in almost 100 
years, does not appear to be a likely potential entrant 
into Newark. 

There are presently 10 banks operating in Licking 
Gounty, of which Newark Bank, with 21 percent of 
county commercial bank deposits, ranks third. The 
three largest banks, all headquartered in Newark, hold 
82 percent of such deposits. Utica Bank, the eighth 
largest bank in the county has 2 percent of such de- 
posits. Thus, if this merger is consummated, Newark 
Bank will remain the third largest bank in the county, 
with 23 percent of county commercial bank deposits, 
and the three largest banks will hold 84 percent of 
such deposits. 


* * * 


The Southern Michigan National Bank of Coldwater, Coldwater, Mich., and The First State Bank of Tekonsha, 

Tekonsha, Mich. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin. 

In 

operation 

g offices 

To be 
operated 


$1,931,491 

30, 035, 497 

31, 966, 988 

1 


and The Southern Michigan National Bank of Coldwater, Coldwater, Mich. 

3 

1 

merged Mar. 31, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (1924). The 


4 





comptroller’s decision 

On November 22, 1968, The First State Bank of 
Tekonsha, Tekonsha, Mich., and The Southern Mich- 
igan National Bank of Coldwater, Coldwater, Mich., 
applied to the Office of the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge under the charter and 
with the title of the latter. 

The Southern Michigan National Bank of Gold- 
water, widi IPG deposits of $23.5 million, was orga- 
nized in 1872. In addition to its main office, it operates 
a branch in Union City and a “drive-through” branch 
located on its main office premises. 

Coldwater, Mich., is located in the south central 
part of lower Michigan, about 12 miles north of the 
Indiana State line. The population of the city is 8,800 
while that of the trade area is about 35,000. The econ- 
omy of the area is predominantly agricultural with 
industry contributing significantly. The numerous lakes 
in the area result in tourism playing a role. An urban 
renewal project is of special interest in Coldwater. 

Principal commercial banking competition comes 
from the Branch County Bank of Coldwater, which 


has total deposits of $20.2 million. Additional banking 
competition derives from the Coldwater Township 
office of the First National Bank of Quincy; the 
Peoples State Bank, Branson, Mich.; and the First 
National Bank, Freemont, Ind. Savings and loan asso- 
ciations, small loan companies, insurance companies, 
credit unions, and direct lending agencies of the Fed- 
eral Government also operate in the area. 

The merging First State Bank of Tekonsha, with 
IPC deposits of $1.5 million, was organized in 1877 
and operates no branches. Earnings of this bank have 
not been particularly good because its lending limit has 
not been adequate to meet the needs of larger bor- 
rowers. This bank not only faces a serious manage- 
ment succession problem but must also refurbish its 
antiquated quarters. 

Tekonsha, 12 miles from Coldwater, has a popula- 
tion of only 744 and a trade area population of 5,000. 
Agricultural activity includes dairying and livestock 
feeding. Industrial activity is negligible. Growth in this 
community has been slow, and population figures have 
remained steady. 

The First National Bank is the only bank in Tekon- 

57 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stiouisfed.org/ 

Federai Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



sha. Competition comes from the banks located in 
Battle Creek, Marshall, Jackson, and Litchfield, all of 
which are much larger than the merging bank. 

The merger will benefit the community of Tekonsha 
by introducing younger and more capable manage- 
ment of the charter bank, a larger lending limit, more 
aggressive loaning policies, and improved and ex- 
panded service. 

There is otherwise only insignificant amounts of 
competition between the participating banks. The 
merger will have no effect on competition in Tekon- 
sha since there is no other bank in town. The entry of 
the charter bank with its greater capabilities and more 
aggressive approach should offer increased competi- 
tion to the larger banks from Battle Creek, Marshall, 
and Jackson who canvass the area from the north and 
east. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, this 
merger is judged to be in the public interest and is, 
therefore, approved. 

February 14, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The geographic area to be served by the resulting 
bank is all of Branch County (1960 population, 


35,000), plus the southern part of Calhoun County, a 
predominantly agricultural region located near the 
Michigan-Indiana border. The area, served by three 
superhighways, is experiencing steady growth in in- 
dustry, trade, and population. 

State Bank is 11 miles north of Southern Bank’s 
main office and about 6 miles east of Southern Bank’s 
branch at Union City; there are no intervening banks 
in this area, although there are two other banks (total 
deposits, $19 million and $12 million, respectively) 
operating in Coldwater. Southern Bank derives about 
100 loans, totaling over $300,000 and about 1 75 deposit 
accounts, totaling over $265,000, from the Tekon- 
sha area. State Bank derives about 17 loans, totaling 
over $45,000 and about 70 deposit accounts, total- 
ing over $115,000, from the Coldwater area. Thus, it 
seems clear that there is substantial competition be- 
tween the merging banks which would be eliminated 
by the merger. 

As of June 30, 1966, nine banks operated within 
about a 20-mile radius of Coldwater, in Michigan. As 
of that date. Southern Bank held the largest share, or 
33 percent, of total deposits held by these bank offices, 
which share would be increased to 35 percent after the 
merger. 


* 


Alaska National Bank of Fairbanks, Fairbanks, Alaska, and Miners and Merchants Bank of Alaska, Nome, Alaska 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$4, 901, 927 
29, 607, 689 

34,509,617 

3 


and Alaska National Bank of Fairbanks, Fairbanks, Alaska (14747), which had. . . | 
merged Apr. 1, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (14747). The | 
merged bank at date of merger had i 

6 



9 


comptroller’s decision 

On November 4, 1968, the Miners and Merchsints 
Bank of Alaska, Nome, Alaska, and the Alaska Na- 
tional Bank of Fairbanks, Fairbanks, Alaska, applied to 
the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to merge under the charter and with the title 
of the latter. 

The Alaska National Bank of Fairbanks, with I PC 
deposits of $20.2 million, was organized as a State bank 
in 1940 and converted to a National Association in 
1955. It operates six branches, including two in Fair- 
banks; one in Oak Junction, 19.7 miles southeast of 
Fairbanks; one in Delta Junction, 100 miles southeast; 

58 


one in Nevano, 60 miles southwest; and a facility op- 
eration on Eielson Air Force Base, 25 miles southeast. 

Fairbanks, Alaska’s second largest city, has a popula- 
tion of 20,000 and serves a trade area of 160,000 square 
miles in interior Alaska. This area has a population of 
72,000, of which 24,000 are located at three military 
bases. National defense and Government spending are 
the mainstays of the local economy, providing 52 per- 
cent of local wages. The University of Alaska, located 
in Fairbanks, and tourism, in an increasing degree, 
contribute to the economy. It is expected that the 
petroleum industry will play a major role in the Fair- 
banks economy in the future. 
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The charter bank is the largest of three competing 
commercial banks in Fairbanks. Its $29.5 million in 
total deposits compares with $27.2 million in total de- 
posits held by the First National Bank of Fairbanks 
and $9.5 million held by the Fairbanks branch of the 
Alaska State Bank, Anchorage, which, with total de- 
posits of $31.4 million, ranks as Alaska’s third largest 
bank. Other financial institutions include a mutual sav- 
ings bank, two savings and loan associations, insurance 
companies, credit unions, sales finance companies, per- 
sonal loan companies, and direct lending agencies of 
the Federal Government. 

The merging Miners & Merchants Bank, with IPG 
deposits of $2.4 million, was chartered in 1904. It cur- 
rently operates two branches and ranks 12th in size 
among Alaska’s 13 commercial banks. It has had diffi- 
culty in attracting management because of its remote 
location and the severe climatic condition. 

Nome, home-office city of the merging bank, is 540 
miles west of Fairbanks, while Kotzebue and Barrow, 
where the bank’s branches are located, lie north of the 
Arctic Circle, 447 air miles northwest, and 550 miles 
north, respectively. The population of Nome and its 
environs is about 5,000, while 1,800 reside in the Kotze- 
bue area, and about 2,000 in Barrow. This portion of 
Alaska encompasses 167,000 square miles and contains 
an estimated 14,000 inhabitants. The economy is 
largely dependent on defense and Government spend- 
ing, which accounts for about 48 percent of the pay- 
rolls in Nome. Most of the area, particularly the Kotze- 
bue and Barrow regions, is undeveloped and inhabited 
by Eskimos and Indians who, untrained and unable to 
locate jobs, live in poverty. There are large untapped 
oil reserves and other resources which provide hope for 
the future. The merging bank is the only financial insti- 
tution which serves these areas. 

Consummation of this merger will provide the merg- 
ing bank with greater depth of management. In addi- 
tion, present customers of the merging bank will have 
available a wider range of banking services, including 
trust services, than those now offered by the merging 
bank. Also, the individual lending limit of $30,000 per 


individual borrower will be increased to $160,000. The 
merged institution will be a stronger institution, more 
capable of meeting the needs of the Alaskan economy 
in the areas which it serves. 

Competition will not be adversely affected by the 
merger. The two merging banks, which are quite far 
apart, do not compete. The merging institution has no 
competitors in the areas it serves. The charter bank, 
although presently the largest bank operating in Fair- 
banks, will not increase its lead significantly. Statewide, 
the resulting bank will become third largest, a gain 
from fifth position now occupied by the charter bank. 
However, it will hold less than 9 percent of Alaska’s 
commercial bank deposits and less than 8 percent of the 
loans. Finally, it will be better able to compete with the 
first and second largest banks in the State. 

It is concluded, in the light of the statutory criteria, 
that this merger is in the public interest. It is, there- 
fore, approved. 

January 29, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Nome (population 2,500) located on the Seward 
Peninsula in the western part of the State, is the prin- 
cipal town in an area in excess of 167,000 square miles 
in size, which extends to the Arctic Ocean and has a 
population of about 14,000 persons; Miners and Mer- 
chants’ three offices are the only banking facilities in 
this area. 

The nearest offices of the merging banks are about 
450 miles apart. Thus, there would appear to be no 
substantial existing competition between the merging 
banks. 

Under Alaska law, statewide de novo branching is 
peimitted and thus Alaska National could legally 
branch de novo into the area served by Miners and 
Merchants. However, considering the distances in- 
volved, as well as the fact that the area can probably 
not support more than one commercial bank because 
of its small and scattered population, we do not believe 
that this merger will have a substantially adverse effect 
on competition. 


* * * 
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The Manufacturers National Bank of Chicago, Chicago, III., and National City Bank in Chicago, Chicago, III. 


1 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

\ 

1 

Total assets 

i 

Bankin 

In i 

operation < 

? offices 

To be 
operated 

National City Bank in Chicago, Chicago, 111. (14562), with 

$27, 721, 000 

81,633,000 
94, 545, 000 

1 


was purchased Apr. 1, 1969, by The Manufacturers National Bank of Chicago, 

1 


After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 

1 


comptroller’s decision 

On November 29, 1968, The Manufacturers Na- 
tional Bank of Chicago, Chicago, 111., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to pur- 
chase the assets and assume the liabilities of the 
National City Bank in Chicago, Chicago, 111. 

Botli the buying and selling banks are located in the 
city of Chicago which contains an estimated popula- 
tion of 3,480,000 people. Chicago is considered the 
economic, transportation, and trading capital of the 
midwestern United States. The city and surrounding 
metropolitan area enjoy the benefits of a diversified 
economy with no single activity dominating the eco- 
nomic scene. In addition to its many other attributes, 
Chicago can boast the world’s largest railroad center, 
busiest airport, and a trucking industry whose services 
are more widespread than any other city’s. 

National City, the selling bank, with I PC deposits 
of $22 million, is approximately 2 miles west of Chi- 
cago’s financial district in an area known as the Near 
West Side Community, much of which is devoted to 
industrial use. In fact, the only residential construc- 
tion in the area since the 1920’s has been six public 
housing projects. Development plans presently con- 
templated by the city of Chicago for this area would 
leave the bank’s office with no adjacent access streets. 
The Near West Side Community showed a 20 percent 
decrease in population between 1950 and 1960, and it 
is currently estimated that the rate of decline in 
population is even greater. 

National City, founded in 1946, ranks 64th, in terms 
of total deposits, of the 89 commercial banks located 
in Chicago. Since its inception it has been actively en- 
gaged in the commercial lending field, with little em- 
phasis on mortgage lending. Because of economic 
conditions in the area, the bank’s deposits increased 
only $2 million between year-end 1963 and September 
1968, and earnings declined in both 1966 and 1967, 
reaching a 5-year low in 1967. 
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Manufacturers National Bank, with IPC deposits of 
$74.3 million, is located approximately 4 miles north- 
west of Chicago’s financial district, and approximately 
1.5 miles to the north of the selling bank. The bank is 
located in the area known as West Town Community. 
The area has shown much greater economic stability 
than the Near West Side Community and residential 
development has commenced only a few blocks from 
the bank’s office. It was estimated by the Chicago Asso- 
ciation of Commerce and Industry that median in- 
come, in 1966, in West Tovm was $7,210, compared to 
Near West’s median income of only $4,860. Although 
a substantial portion of the area is devoted to industrial 
use, the structures are generally in much better con- 
dition than those in Near West Town. 

Manufacturers National, which was founded in 
1934, presently ranks as the 28th largest bank in the 
city, in terms of total deposits. Historically, the bank 
has been characterized by a high degree of time de- 
posits, and the loan portfolio is concentrated in the 
area of real estate mortgages. 

Because of the varied deposit and loan portfolios of 
the two banks they are not considered substantial com- 
petitors for either retail or wholesale business. The 
banks, over the years, have placed emphasis on differ- 
ent aspects of bank lending, with Manufacturers 
National concentrating on residential mortgages, and 
National City concentrating on commercial lending. 
Loans secured by real estate accounted for 68 percent 
of Manufacturers total loan portfolio, while 67 per- 
cent of National City’s loan portfolio was made up of 
commercial and industrial loans. 

In August 1968, the North Ogden Management 
Corporation acquired 80 percent of the outstanding 
shares of Manufacturers. Shareholders controlling this 
corporation individually own, or control, 62 percent 
of the outstanding shares of National City Bank 
through a one-bank bolding company, the National 
City Bancorporation, Inc. Such common ownership 
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tends to mitigate any actual or potential competition 
between the two institutions. 

The resulting bank would have combined deposits 
aggregating only one-half of 1 percent of total Chicago 
bank deposits. Management of the resulting bank, 
strengthened by the addition of officers from National 
City Bank, should operate more aggressively in devel- 
oping new business and expanding commercial lending 
activities in response to the credit needs of retail, 
wholesale, asn; manufacturing firms in the Chicago 
area. The larger lending limit of the resulting bank 
should help to attract new customers by providing 
service heretofore unavailable to its merchant cus- 
tomers in the area, who have generally had to look 
elsewhere for their commercial financing needs. 

Based on the facts presented, the convenience and 
needs of the community to be served clearly outweigh 
whatever insubstantial adverse effects on competition 
this acc]uisition may hold. Tlie application is, therefore, 
approved. 

February 6, 1969. 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Chicago’s Near West Side community, where Na- 
tional City is located, is situated approximately in 
mid-Cook County, adjacent to Chicago’s Loop area 
on the east and to the West Town community, in which 
Manufacturers Bank is located, on the north. 

The merging banks are less than 1.5 miles apart, 
with no banks directly in the intervening area, although 
there are two banks just east of the merging banks. 
Thus, although these banks appear to derive their 
loan and deposits from separate geographical areas, 
they are sufficiently close to be considered competitive 
alternatives to each other. To this extent, this pro- 
posed merger will eliminate competition. 

However, although this merger would eliminate a 
competitive alternative for the people living in the 
Near West Side and West Town communities, within 
2.5 miles of National City and 4 miles of Manufac- 
turer Bank, is the Loop area, with Chicago’s largest 
banks, including four with total deposits of over $1 
billion. 

* 


Clinton National Bank and Trust Company, St. Johns, Mich., and The Union State Bank of Lainosburg, 

Laingsburg, Mich. 




Banking offices 

JHame of hank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

1 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The Union State Bank of Laingsburg, Laingsburg, Mich., with 

$1, 714, 959 

37, 043, 53:2 

38, 758, 492 

1 


and Clinton National Bank and Trust Company, St. Johns, Mich. (3378), 

10 

i 


merged Apr. 24, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (3378). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 

11 




comptroller’s decision 

On January 12, 1969, the Clinton National Bank 
and Trust Company, St. Johns, Clinton County, Mich., 
and The Union State Bank of Laingsburg, Laingsburg, 
Mich., applied to the Office of the Comptroller of the 
Currency for permission to merge under the charter 
and with the title of the former. 

The charter bank, Clinton National Bank and Trust 
Company, with IPC deposits of $27.8 million, is lo- 
cated in St. Johns, Mich., a city of approximately 
6,000 people. St. Johns is the primary shopping center 
for agriculturally inclined Clinton County, of wliich 
it is the county seat. While the county’s economic de- 
pendence upon agriculture is now declining due to 
fewer and larger farms and the availability of jobs in 


nearby cities, the charter bank, through its 10 offices, 
effectively competes in its trade area. Growth of the 
bank has been substantial in the last 10 years; deposits 
since 1959 have increased sixfold and loans eightfold. 
The service history and competitive ability of the bank 
indicates good future prospects. 

The single-office merging bank, with IPC deposits 
of $1.3 million, is located in Laingsburg, a town of 
approximately 1,100 people, 18 miles southeast of St. 
Johns. The area is predominantly agricultural, having 
some of the most productive land in the State of 
Michigan. Although the bank was agriculturally- 
oriented, with a decline in agricultural activity, and 
a large number of people being employed in industrial 
capacities in Lansing, St. Johns, and Owosso, the bank 
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is now principally dependent on industrial activity in 
these cities. In recent years the bank has not grown to 
any great extent, and it is suspected that one reason 
for reduced growth is the low lending limit of the 
bank. In the next 2 years, the merging bank will, 
through retirement, lose its principal loan officer, who 
is the only person capable of undertaking management 
responsibility. Considering the limited resources of the 
bank, new management has not been obtained in the 
last few years and prospects for the future are not 
optimistic. 

The area presently served by the merging banks in- 
cludes portions of Clinton and Shiawassee counties. The 
charter bank, with its main office in the county seat and 
nine branches scattered throughout the county, has 
a trade area that approximates Clinton County proper. 
The merging bank, with no branches and a low lend- 
ing limit, is confirmed entirely to a local bank status, 
attemjjting to serve the needs of Laingsburg and the 
surrounding farm population. The respective trade 
areas, although contiguous, do not presently overlap to 
any great extent. Eighteen miles separate the main 
offices, and the charter bank’s Bath branch, the nearest 
to merging bank, is some 7 miles distant. 

Assets will not be unduly concentrated in the re- 
sultant bank through the proposed merger. Total re- 
sources of the Clinton National Bank and Trust 
Company will be increased only $1.7 million, to $35.7 
million, leaving it far short of several larger banks who 
create intensive competition in the same area as the 
resultant bank, viz., Michigan National Bank, Lansing, 
with 18 offices and $1.17 billion in assets; American 
Bank and Trust Company, Lansing, with eight offices 
and $146 million in resources; Bank of Lansing, with 
four offices and $128.5 million in assets; Citizens Com- 
mercial and Savings Bank, Flint, with 25 offices and 
$359.7 million in resources; and Genesee Merchants 
Bank and Trust, Flint, with 30 offices and $294.6 mil- 
lion in assets. The merger will insure that Laingsburg 
has a more progressive and viable bank to meet its 
local needs since lending limits will be increased and 
more diversified banking services will be extended to 
its customers. 


Applying the statutory criteria to this proposal, it 
is found to be in the public interest and the merger 
is, therefore, approved. 

March 18, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Clinton National, St. Johns, Mich., is the dominant 
bank of Clinton County. Shiawassee County is adjacent 
to Clinton County on the east, and Laingsburg, where 
the sole office of Union State is located, is near the 
Clinton County line. 

Clinton National’s branch at Bath, Clinton County, 
is separated by 1 1 miles from Union State’s sole office 
in Shiawassee County. There are no banking alterna- 
tives in the intervening area. The nearest Shiawassee 
County banking alternative for residents of Laingsburg 
is in Perry, 12 miles to the southeast. Hence, the two 
banks do serve somewhat the same region and so it 
appears that this merger will eliminate some existing 
competition. 

Clinton National’s head office is located 18 miles 
from Union State’s sole office. Michigan law would 
prohibit Clinton National’s opening a de novo branch 
in Laingsburg, but Clinton National could open a 
branch in Shiawassee County at any point less than 
25 miles from its main office in a city or village in 
which there is no State or National bank, or branch 
thereof, in operation. 

Although larger banks from Flint and Lansing can 
enter Shiawassee County too, Clinton National is al- 
ready the dominant bank headquartered in its county 
and is as large as any bank in Shiawassee County. 
Moreover, it has a general record of expansion, and 
it has already expanded into Ionia and Eaton counties 
by de novo entry. Hence, Clinton National appears as 
one of the most likely potential entrants into Shiawas- 
see County banking competition. 

However, in view of the small size of the acquired 
bank, we conclude that the proposed merger is not 
likely to have a significantly adverse effect on compe- 
tion in Shiawassee County as a whole. 

* 
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P'iRST Citizens National Bank, 7’upelo, Miss., and Birst Citizens National Bank, Belmont, Miss. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

7 oial assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


i 

$5, 140, 000 

22,617, 000 
27, 757, 000 

2 


was purchased Apr. 30, 1969, by First Citizens National Bank, Tupelo, NIiss. 

6 


.After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 

i 

8 


comptroller’s decision 

On November 22, 1968, the First Citizens National 
Bank, Tupelo, Miss., applied to the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to pur- 
chase the assets and assume the liabilities of the First 
Citizens National Bank, Belmont, Miss. 

The purchasing First Citizens National Bank of 
Tupelo, with IPC deposits of $17.5 million, was 
organized in 1922 as a State bank, and converted to 
a National Association in 1922. It operates six branches, 
three of which are located in T upelo, and one each in 
Fulton. Okolena, and Verona. This small bank has 
doubled in size since 1960. 

Tupelo is an industrial community of 25,000 inhabi- 
tants and the trade center of a large area. Although 
industrial activity is dominant in supporting a vibrant 
and strong economy, some limited agricultural activity 
is present. The purchasing bank competes, in Tupelo, 
with the $58 million Bank of Mississippi and the $42 
million Peoples Bank and Trust Company. Other 
financial institutions, including sa^'ings and loan asso- 
ciations, insurance companies, sales finance companies, 
and personal loan companies, also compete. 

The selling First Citizens National Bank, Belmont, 
Miss., with IPC deposits of $3.3 million, was chartered 
in 1919 as a State bank, and converted to National 
status in 1968. It operates one branch in Tishomingo, 
9 miles from Belmont. The bank has shown moderate 
growth since 1960, with a 55 percent increase in total 
resources. Earnings have been poor, however, and are 
expected to continue so in the near future. The need 
for new banking premises and higher salaries to attract 
capable management would tend to exacerbate the 
existing condition of unprofitability in the future. 

The Belmont service area, which is a considerable 
distance from the service area of the purchasing bank, 
is small and sparsely populated. Belmont has a popula- 
tion of 1,100, while Tishomingo is populated by 700 
people. Industrial activity is of prime importance in 
the area economy, while agricultural activity, previ- 


ously dominant, has declined to minor significance in 
recent years. 

Competing with the selling bank, and its total de- 
posits of $3.6 million, are the luka Guaranty Bank, 
with total deposits of $7.9 million, and the First Na- 
tional Bank, with total deposits of $2.1 million, both 
of nearby luka. Miss.; the Bank of Red Bay, Red Bay, 
Ala., with total deposits of $3.8 million; and a branch 
of the City National Bank of Russellville, located in 
Red Bay. The Fulton and Booneville branches of the 
Bank of Mississippi, and the Booneville branch of the 
Peoples Bank and Trust Company, both of Tupelo, 
also compete with the selling bank. In addition, other 
financial institutions make loans and solicit deposits in 
the area. 

The transaction will benefit the communities in 
which both banks operate by creating a larger, stronger 
institution better able to meet the needs of an expand- 
ing economy through a larger lending limit, expanded 
services, and stronger management. The managerial 
problems of the selling bank will be solved. New bank 
premises and drive-up facilities, which the selling bank 
presently needs, will be made available through the 
resources of the stronger, more profitable purchasing- 
bank. This transaction will resolve a declining earn- 
ings situation and capital problem in the selling bank. 

Competitively, the proposed transaction will have 
no significantly adverse effects. The 41-mile distance 
separating the two banks precludes any competition 
between them. In the Tupelo area, the purchasing 
bank will increase its holdings by less than 3 percent 
and remain third in size of the three competing banks. 
The selling bank’s position in Belmont, with respect 
to its nearby competitors, will be strengthened with- 
out seriously unbalancing the present competitive 
structure. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, this 
merger is judged to be in the public interest and is, 
therefore, approved. 

March 13, 1969. 
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SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Belmont Bank operates one office in Belmont and 
one office in Tishomingo (population 700), which is 
9 miles north of Belmont. Tupelo Bank operates three 
offices in Tupelo, and three offices in the surrounding 
area. Its main office is 41 miles southwest of Belmont 
Bank’s main office; its Fulton office, the office nearest 
to Belmont Bank, is 23 miles southwest of Belmont 
Bank and 18 miles east of its main office in Tupelo. 
There are no intervening banking offices between Ful- 
ton and Belmont, but another substantial Tupelo bank 
also has a branch in Fulton. Some customers of Bel- 
mont Bank who have needed additional credit have 
used Tupelo Bank’s Fulton office. Therefore, some 
direct competition in Tishomingo and Itawamba 
counties will be eliminated by the merger. 

Mississippi law permits banks to establish branches 
within a 100-mile radius, except in towns of less than 
3,100 population which have a bank. Furthermore, 


Tupelo Bank has entered two adjacent counties by de 
novo branching, but it cannot branch de novo into 
Belmont and perhaps Tishomingo. It could, however, 
enter other communities in Tishomingo County. The 
first and second largest banks in Tupelo, both twice 
the size of Tupelo Bank, have growing branch systems. 
They are, therefore, more likely de novo entrants than 
Tupelo Bank into this area. This merger is, therefore, 
likely to result in less loss of potential competition than 
would result if either of the larger banks of Tupelo had 
acquired Belmont Bank. 

Tupelo Bank is the third largest bank in Lee 
County. As of June 30, 1966, through its Fulton 
branch (June 30, 1966 IPC deposits: $644,000) it 
held 4.6 percent of total IPC deposits in Itawamba 
and Tishomingo counties, the area in which it com- 
petes with Belmont Bank. Belmont Bank held 22.1 per- 
cent of deposits; and the merger would result in a 
combined market share of 26.7 percent. 

* 


Massanutten Bank of Shenandoah Valley, N.A., Strasburo, Va., and People’s Bank, Mount Jackson, Va. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin^ 

In 

operation 

? offices 

To be 
operated 


$6, 446, 665 

18,429,942 

24, 876, 607 

1 


and M:issanutten Bank of Shenandoah Valley, National Association, Strasburg, 

3 


merged Apr. 30, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (15566) and title “First 
Virginia Bank, N.A.” The merged bank at date of merger had 


4 


comptroller’s DECISION 

On October 11, 1968, People’s Bank, Mount Jack- 
son, Va., and Massanutten Bank of Shenandoah Val- 
ley, National Association, Strasburg, Va., applied to 
the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter of the latter and with the title 
“First Virginia Bank, N.A.” 

The charter bank, with IPG deposits of $14.9 mil- 
lion, was organized in 1870. This bank, which operates 
its main office in Strasburg and two branches in Wood- 
stock, is a wholly-ovYned subsidiary of First Virginia 
Bankshares Corporation. 

The merging People’s Bank, with IPC deposits of 
$4.9 million, is a single-office institution which has 
been in existence since 1900. It is also a wholly-owned 
subsidiary of First Virginia Bankshares Corporation 
and is; located in Mount Jackson, Va., which has a 

64 


population of 722. Mount Jackson is situated 11 miles 
southwest of Woodstock and 24 miles from Strasburg. 
Although both banks operate in Shenandoah County, 
the merging bank serv^es the southern half of the 
county, and the charter bank the northern half. The 
economy of the county, which has a population of 
23,413, is generally considered to be agricultural, al- 
though 86 percent of the population is employed in 
nonagricultural labor. F’our other commercial banks, 
with IPG deposits ranging from $3.3 million to $7.7 
million, compete in the county. 

The merger will combine two existing subsidiaries of 
First Virginia Bankshares Corporation, enabling the 
resulting bank to offer expanded services at competi- 
tive costs as well as providing an increased lending 
limit needed to meet present loan demand. 

Since both banks are subsidiaries of First Virginia 
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Bankshares Corporation and are managed by the same 
chief executive, their merger will have no real effect 
on competition. 

It is concluded in the light of the statutory criteria 
that this merger is in the public interest. It is, therefore, 
approved. 

March 19, 1969. 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

In view of the fact that both banks are wholly-owned 
subsidiaries of a registered bank holding company, 
First Virginia Bankshares Corporation, we conclude 
that there is no meaningful competition between them 
which might be eliminated by the proposed merger. 


First National Bank in Orangeburg, Op.angeburg, S.C., and First National Bank of St. George, St. George, S.C. 


Banking offices 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


First National Bank of St. George, St. George, S.C. (15025), with 

and First National Bank in Orangeburg, Orangeburg, S.C. (13918), which had . . 
merged May 5, 1969, under charter and tide of the latter bank (13918). The merged 
bank at date of merger had 


$8, 023, 501 
23, 900, 597 

31,667,889 


To be 
operated 


3 

4 


7 


comptroller’s decision 

On October 3, 1968, the First National Bank in 
Orangeburg, Orangeburg, S.C., with IPC deposits of 
$17.6 million, and the First National Bank of St. 
George, St. George, S.G., with IPG deposits of $6.3 mil- 
lion, applied to the Gomptroller of the Gurrency for 
permission to merge under the charter and with the 
title of the former. 

Orangeburg, home of the charter bank, is the county 
seat of Orangeburg Gounty and is located in the south- 
central part of the State. The city has a population of 
approximately 13,800 and is moving from an agricul- 
tural economy to an industrial economy. 

The charter bank was organized in 1934 and madn- 
tains three offices in Orangeburg and one office in 
nearby Garncron. This bank competes primarily with 
the American Bank and Trust, and the Southern Na- 
tional Bank, .-kdditional competition is provided by 
several savings and loan associations in the area. 

St. George, lioine of the merging bank, has a popu- 
lation of 1,300 and is located in the southern part of 
the State. This .rrea is primarily agricultural with some 
small industry. 

The merging bank was organized in 1962 and 
presently operates three offices, one each in St. Geoi^e, 
Walterboro, and Ridgeland. Primary competition is 
provided by the Farmcr.s and Merchants Bank of 
Walterboro, Bank of Walterboro, Bank of Ridgeland, 
Farmers and Merchants Bank of South Carolina, and 
the First National Bank of Holly Hill Moreover, sav- 


ings and loan associations provide additional competi- 
tion in this area. Even in light of this competition, the 
bank’s growth has been steady, despite management 
problems. 

There is no competition between the participating 
banks in that the closest offices are 32 miles apart and 
their respective trade areas do not overlap. 

The resulting bank will be able to offer larger lend- 
ing limits, a variety of services not now available to 
the customers of the merging bank, and will resolve the 
management problems in the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we conclude that 
the proposal is in the public interest and the appli- 
cation is, therefore, approved. 

January 17, 1969. 

.summary of report by attorney GENER.AL 

The closest offices of the merging banks are about 32 
miles apart, with two small banks in the intervening 
area. Therefore, there would not appear to be any 
signiccant direct competition between the two banks. 

Under South Carolina law, either merging bank 
could establish a de novo branch in the other’s market. 
However, First National Bank in Orangeburg has 
limited its de novo expansion to the Orangeburg area, 
and we have no evidence suggesting that it is par- 
ticularly likely to extend into the St. George area. 
Because of its small size, it would also not appear that 
First of St. George is a likely de novo entrant into the 
Orangeburg area. 


* * * 
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The Old Line National Bank, Rockville, Md., and University National Bank, College Park, Md. 


Banking offices 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


The Old Line National Bank, Rockville, Md. (15497), with ' 

and University National Bank, College Park, Md. (15365), which had 

merged May 15, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (15365). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


$16, 698, 290 
16, 580,916 

33, 279, 206 


To be 
operated 


3 

3 


6 


comptroller’s decision 

On February 7, 1969, the Old Line National Bank, 
Rockville, Md., and the University National Bank, 
College Park, Md., applied to the Office of the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge under 
the charter and with the title of the latter. 

University National Bank, the charter bank, opened 
for business August 1, 1964, and has IPC deposits of 
$12.4 million. In addition to its head office in College 
Park it operates one branch each at Riverdale, Prince 
Georges County, and Gaithersburg, Montgomery 
County, and has an approved but unopened branch 
to be located in Silver Spring, Montgomery County. 

Old Line National Bank, the merging bank, opened 
for business in April 1965, and has IPC deposits of 
$13.5 million. In addition to its head office in Rock- 
ville, it has two operating branches, one each in 
Bethesda and Silver Spring, and an approved but 
unopened branch in the Four Comers area of Mont- 
gomery County. This bank has had difficulty in ob- 
taining managerial personnel for some time. Attempts 
to obtain competent management have been unsuc- 
cessful and this bank’s officers are currently directed 
by the charter bank’s management. 

The service area of both banks includes the Mary- 
land section of Metropolitan Washington, D.C., which 
is composed of Montgomery and Prince Georges 
counties. The economy of this area is mixed and 
oriented toward Washington, D.C., and the Federal 
establishment located there. Economic growth has 
been substantial and is expected to continue. 

Banking in this area is available through 114 oper- 
ating offices, and includes offices of five statewide or 
regional banks and 11 banks established in the last 
decade. Three large Baltimore-based banks have 
opened numerous offices in those two counties. Two 
long-established banks headquartered here, the 
Suburban Trust Company and the Citizens Bank and 
Trust Company, expanded rapidly in the last decade 
and experienced substantial growth. 


This merger will solve the merging bank’s problems 
by providing stability and effectiveness in management. 
It will also be of benefit to present customers of the 
merging bank by creating a bank with a larger lending 
base, and will provide the bank with access to profit- 
able business which both banks alone have been un- 
able to obtain. Consolidation of internal operations will 
reduce overhead and operating expenditures. 

Competition will not be adversely affected by this 
merger. Neither bank is a significant force in the 
relevant banking market and their combination will 
give the resulting bank control of less than 4 percent 
of total bank deposits in the Montgomery and Prince 
Georges counties, and will account for less than 6 
percent of the total number of banking outlets. The 
resulting bank will be 11th in size among banks now 
operating in the two counties, five of which are large 
statewide or regional organizations. The realignment 
resulting from this proposed merger will be of little 
overall consequence in the Washington Metropolitan 
Area banking market. 

It is concluded, in the light of the statutory criteria, 
that this merger is in the public interest. It is, therefore, 
approved. 

April 14, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The nearest offices of the applicant banks are about 
5.5 miles apart; there are numerous banking alterna- 
tives in the intervening areas. It would appear that 
the proposed merger would also foreclose the possibility 
of greater direct competition resulting from the open- 
ing of University National’s approved but unopened 
branch located 3 miles from the head office of Old 
Line. However, neither merging bank is a major factor 
in the area, as shown by the fact that University Na- 
tional holds only 3.5 percent of the total IPC demand 
deposits in Prince Georges County while Old Line holds 
only 2.5 percent of such deposits in Montgomery 
County. 
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Community National Bank, Bakersfield, Calif., and Community National Bank of Fresno County, Mendota, Calif. 




Bankin 

g offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Xotal assets 

In 1 

operation 

\ To be 

' operated 


$6, 893, 900 
34, 737, 259 

40, 907, 084 

4 


and Community National Bank, Bakersfield, Calif. (14670), which had 

merged May 19, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (14670). The 

13 

"\ 

\ 17 

i 




comptroller’s decision 

On November 6, 1968, the Community National 
Bank of Fresno County, Mendota, Calif., and the 
Community National Bank, Bakersfield, Calif., applied 
to the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency for 
permission to merge under the charter and with the 
title of the latter. 

The charter bank, with IPC deposits of $21.8 mil- 
lion, opened in 1952, and presently operates 12 branch 
offices in addition to its main office; all are located in 
Kern County. Although this bank has been successful 
and its financial condition is regarded as satisfactory, 
it is not a full-service institution. 

Kem County, located at the southern extremity 
of the agriculturally rich San Joaquin Valley, is gen- 
erally the market area of the charter bank. The popula- 
tion of this area is estimated at 340,000, with approx- 
imately 200,000 residing in the Greater Bakersfield 
Area. The economy of this market area is dependent 
primarily upon agriculture and related activities; min- 
eral and oil production ; and military activity, centered 
around the development and testing of weapons, air- 
craft, and missiles. This market area contains more 
than 55 offices of nine banks, with aggregate IPC de- 
posits estimated at $364 million. The charter bank 
holds approximately 8 percent of aggregate bank de- 
posits in Kern County. Among the competing banks 
are offices of California’s largest statewide banks, in- 
cluding the Bank of America National Trust and Sav- 
ings Association, Security Pacific National Bank, 
United California Bank, and Crocker-Citizens National 
Bank. Other financial institutions also compete in this 
area including savings and loan associations, credit 
unions, finance companies, and lending agencies of 
the Federal Government. 

The merging Community National Bank of Fresno 
County, with IPC deposits of $3.3 million, opened 
October 14, 1963, in Mendota and presently operates 
three branches. This bank is presently closely affiliated 
with the charter bank through common stock owner- 

;!S3-814— 70- 0 


ship; the same individual serves as chairman of the 
board of both banks. The area served by this merging 
institution is more than 100 miles from the charter 
bank, and includes four small agricultural communi- 
ties in Fresno and Merced counties in the central San 
Joaquin Valley, the aggregate population of which is 
about 20,000. The primary economic stimulus in 
this market area is highly diversified agricultural 
production. 

Competition to the Community National Bank of 
Fresno County in the Mendota, Kerman, Dos Palos, 
and Atwater areas, where the bank’s branches are 
located, is provided by four branches of the Bank of 
America National Trust and Savings Association. 
Aggregate bank deposits in this area are approximately 
$48.3 million and loans are $44 million. 

While the combined bank would not offer services 
significantly diverse or expanded from those presently 
offered by each, the merger would enable the offices 
of the Community National Bank of Fresno County to 
provide services to larger operations than they presently 
do. Efficiencies in loan transactions and general opera- 
tions will result from this merger, which is, in reality, 
the formal unification of two affiliated banks now 
trying to operate as one while remaining apart. The 
merger will have no impact competitively since their 
nearest offices are approximately 115 miles apart. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, this 
merger is judged to be in the public interest and is, 
therefore, approved. 

March 4, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The closest offices of the two banks are about 90 
miles apart. Thus, this merger would not appear to 
eliminate any competition between the two banks. 

Each bank could branch de novo into the service 
area of the other. However, Kern Bank and Fresno 
Bank have had a close relationship since Fresno Bank 
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was formed. The chairman of the board of directors 
and cashier of Fresno bank are also executive officers 
and members of the board of directors of Kern Bank. 
Another individual serves as a member of both boards 


of directors. Because of this, plus the relatively small 
sizes of the two banks, the amount of potential compe- 
tition which would be eliminated by the merger appears 
to be slight. 


«• * * 


Farmers and Merchants National Bank, Winchester, Va., and The Citizens National Bank of Front Royal, Front 

Royal, Va. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

\ 

The Citizens National Bank of Front Royal, Front Royal, Va. (13275), with 

and Farmers and Merchants National Bank, Winchester, Va. (6084), which had. . 

$12,973,898 

53,555,661 

4 

8 


merged May 23, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (6084). The 

66, 529, 559 


12 




comptroller’s decision 

On December 9, 1968, The Citizens National Bank 
of Front Royal, Front Royal, Va., and the Farmers 
and Merchants National Bank, Winchester, Va., ap- 
plied to the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to merge under the charter and with 
the title of the latter. 

Farmers and Merchants National Bank, with IPG 
deposits of $41.2 million, opened for business Janu- 
ary 13, 1902. It presently operates its head office and 
three branches in the city of Winchester, one branch 
at Wards Plaza Shopping Center on U.S. Route 11, 
south of Winchester, and one branch each in the towns 
of Berryville, Middletown, and Stephens City. Two 
additional branches in the city of Winchester have 
been approved but are unopened. 

The Citizens National Bank of Front Royal, with 
IPG deposits of $10.1 million, was chartered as a 
National Association in 1929. In addition to its head 
office, it operates one branch in Front Royal and, in 
1963, through merger with the First National Bank 
of Flint Hill, it acquired one additional branch in 
the town of Flint Hill. Management succession appears 
to be an imminent problem due to the president’s 
anticipated retirement and the lack of provision for 
replacement from within the bank. 

Winchester, the home of the charter bank, is located 
in Frederick County, and has a population estimated 
at 15,311, while the county population is estimated 
at 26,944. The economy of this area, which has his- 
torically been agricultural, with primary emphasis on 


the production of apples, is presently widely diversi- 
fied with manufacturing and light industry predom- 
inating. Economic growth has been excellent and is 
expected to continue. 

Front Royal, the home of the merging bank, has a 
population of about 9,500 persons and is located in 
Warren County, which, with a population of about 
15,660, is one of Virgmia’s smallest counties. The 
economy is well diversified, reflecting a decrease in 
emphasis on agriculture in the last two decades. A 
number of major concerns are located in Front Royal. 

The geographic market of the resulting bank will 
include the eight northernmost counties of Virginia 
and two neighboring counties in West Virginia. The 
population of this area is estimated at 175,000 per- 
sons. Within this area are located 30 commercial 
banks, operating 57 banking offices. Among these are 
five institutions controlled by bank holding companies 
and four branches of major commercial banks, based 
in eastern Virginia. Financial General Corporation, 
which controls 26 banks with 119 offices and total 
resources of $1.5 billion, controls three banks in this 
region, viz., the Shenandoah Valley National Bank, 
headquartered in Winchester, and one of the charter 
bank’s leading competitors; Peoples National Bank of 
Leesburg; and Round Hill National Bank. First 
Virginia Bankshares Corporation, which controls 14 
banks with 81 offices holding total assets exceeding 
$400 million, controls two banks in this area, viz., the 
First National Bank of Purcellville and the Massa- 
nutten Bank of Shenandoah Valley, which is regarded 
as the most aggressive competitor in the area. First 
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and Merchants National Bank, Richmond, with 60 
banking offices in 17 communities, and total assets of 
$688 million, operates two branches in Leesburg and 
one at Dulles Airport. Virginia National Bank, a 
Norfolk-based institution having total assets of $680 
million and 56 offices in 32 Virginia cities, operates 
aggressively through its Woodstock branch. Five sav- 
ings and loan associations, two personal loan com- 
panies, one credit union, several national insurance 
companies, automobile financing companies, and 
direct lending agencies of the Federal Government 
also compete in the area. 

The merger will benefit the communities where 
both banks operate by creating a larger institution 
with greater resources and a larger lending limit, 
which will be more capable of providing for the in- 
creased financial needs of an expanding economy, and 
growing businesses within tliat economy. Operating 
efficiencies should result which can benefit the custo- 
mer through better services at lower cost. The higher 
salary scale and fringe benefits of the charter bank will 
result in a greater ability to attract capable manage- 
ment to the benefit of the resulting bank, and will solve 
the management succession problem of the merging 
bank. 

The merger will have no adverse effect on compe- 
tition. Because the closest offices of the two banks are 
17 miles apart, there appears to be very little present 
competition between them. Although one bank in the 
combined service area will be eliminated, 29 competi- 
tors Vv'ill remain. The increased percentage of total 
area deposits held by the charter bank following the 
merger will be a minute 3.7 percent. At the same time, 
the resulting bank will be better able to compete with 
the large statewide banks and subsidiaries of holding 


companies operating in this area, without adversely 
affecting smaller institutions. 

It is concluded, in the light of the statutory criteria, 
that this merger is in the public interest. It is, there- 
fore, approved. 

March 18, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Middletown branch office of Farmers Bank is 
in the general area between Winchester and Front 
Royal located just 17 road miles north of Front Royal, 
with no banks in the intervening area. Six other offices 
of Farmers Bank (five in Winchester and one in Steph- 
ens City) are all located within 20 miles of Front 
Royal, with no banks in the intervening area. Both of 
the merging banks compete to some extent with the 
two banks headquartered in Strasburg (Shenandoah 
County) located 6 miles south of Middletown and 12 
miles west of Front Royal. Thus, it appears that there 
may be some competition between the applicant banks 
which would be eliminated by this merger. 

Eight commercial banks operate offices in the cen- 
tral Shenandoah Valley. Based on December 1967 
data supplied by the applicant banks. Farmers Bank, 
with approximately 33 percent of total deposits, is by 
far the dominant bank in the area. Citizens Bank, with 
the sixth largest share, has approximately 8 percent of 
such deposits. Thus, if the merger were consummated, 
the largest bank in the market would increase its share 
of total deposits to 41 percent, and the three largest 
banks would have over 68 percent of such deposits. 
Accordingly, we conclude that the effect of the pro- 
posed merger on competition in the central Shenan- 
doah Valley would be adverse. 


* * * 


Southern National Bank of North Carolina, Lumberton, N.C., and Bank of Varina, Fusuay-Varina, N.C. 




j Banking ojfices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$5,419,824 

146,323,432 

151, 743, 255 

2 


and Southern National Bank of North Carolina, Lumberton, N.C. (10610), which 
had merged May 27, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (10610). The 

39 


41 
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comptroller’s decision 

On February 17, 1969, the Bank of Varina, Fuquay- 
Varina, N.C., and the Southern National Bank of 
North Clarolina, Lumberton, N.C., applied to the Of- 
fice of the Comptroller of the Currency for permission 
to merge under the charter and with the title of the 
latter. 

Southern National Bank of North Carolina, with 
IPC deposits of $117 million, was organized in 1897 
and reorganized as a National bank in 1914. In addi- 
tion to its head office and three branches in Lumber- 
ton, the charter bank operates 34 branches in other 
communities. 

The service area of the charter bank encompasses, 
in addition to Lumberton, 22 communities in 14 
counties across the central portion of the State. The 
economy of this area is mixed, with agriculture and 
industry' prominent. Tobacco is the chief crop, and 
tobacco-related industries are important. Considerable 
economic growth has occurred, and is expected to 
continue. Banking competition comes from North 
Carolina’s largest statewide banks as well as a num- 
ber of smaller ones. Other financial institutions oper- 
ate in this area, including savings and loan associations. 

Bank of Varina, the merging bank, with IPC de- 
posits of $5.2 million, was chartered in 1914, and 
operates its head office and single branch in the town 
of Fuquay-Varina. The bank has been handicapped 
by inadequate capital, poor earnings, and lack of li- 
quidity. Its progress is handicapped by management 
problems, indicated by changes which occurred during 
the last 10 years. 

Fuquay-Varina has a population of about 4,000, 
and is located 14 miles south of Raleigh, in the southern 
part of Wake County, one of the most populous and 
fast growing areas in the State. The town is con- 
sidered to be in Raleigh’s metropolitan area, which 
has a total population of about 200,000. The area sur- 
rounding Fuquay-Varina contains numerous small and 
medium sized towns, most of which have banking 
facilithis. The economy is based on agriculture, with 
tobacco the principal crop. To the north, the economy 
is mixed and includes the varied commercial, indus- 
trial, and institutional activity of the city of Raleigh, 
the State capital. 

Banking competition in Fuquay-Varina is confined. 
The Bank of Fuquay is the only other bank in town, 
and it is dominant in the immediate Fuquay-Varina 
area. A number of other banks also operate in the serv- 
ice area. Among these are North Carolina’s four 
largest, and its eighth largest. Nonbanking financial 
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institutions also compete, including savings and loan 
associations, credit unions, finance companies, and 
mortgage loan companies, most of which are based 
in Raleigh. 

The merger will benefit the community of Fuquay- 
Varina by introducing, to customers of the merging 
bank, the sophisticated services which the charter bank 
possesses. These include an agricultural expert and an 
agricultural credit department which can be useful 
in stimulating the area’s needed agricultural diversifi- 
cation. In addition, trust services, automatic data proc- 
essing services, an audit department, credit card 
lending, and extensive installment lending will be made 
available. The merger will provide broader managerial 
experience to the present Bank of Varina and should 
assist is curing its management problems, as well as its 
problems relating to inadequate capital, poor earnings, 
and lack of liquidity. 

The merger will have no adverse competitive effects. 
In Fuquay-Varina, this merger should introduce a 
more capable competitive force and will stimulate 
competition between the resulting bank and the state- 
wide banks operating there. In other areas where the 
charter bank now operates, the addition of the merging 
institution’s resources will have no competitive effect. 
Although the charter bank operates branches 10 and 
20 miles from the merging bank, it appears that there 
are only insignificant amounts of competition between 
them to be eliminated. 

It is concluded, in the light of the statutory criteria, 
that this merger is in the public interest. It is, therefore, 
approved. 

April 25, 1969. 

SUMMARY REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Southern National Bank of North Carolina (“South- 
ern National”) operates 33 offices throughout the 
central part of the State and has received approval for 
two additional branch offices. Since 1964, it has merged 
with eight banks, adding $54 million in deposits and 
18 offices. 

The Bank of Varina (“Varina Bank”) operates two 
offices, both in the town of Fuquay-Varina, Wake 
County, N.C. Southern National’s closest offices are 
12 and 14 miles from Fuquay-Varina. There are alter- 
natives available near both of these offices, but this 
merger will probably eliminate some existing compe- 
tition. 

Southern National’s branch in Apex, N.C., is its only 
office in Wake County. It was opened in mid- 1968 and 
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is probably not of substantial size as yet. Varina Bank 
is small, accounting for only 1.2 percent of Wake 
County’s total deposits. Thus, the merger itself will 
not appreciably increase the level of concentration in 
the county. 

There is, however, a trend toward increased con- 

* 


centration through merger in the State of North 
Carolina. This merger trend has already had an ad- 
verse effect on the structure of local banking markets 
in North Carolina by inhibiting de novo branching by 
the larger banks and thereby retarding the growth of 
competitive banking in North Carolina. 

* » 


Wells Fargo Bank, N.A., San Francisco, Calif., and Channel Islands State Bank, Ventura, Calif. 



i 

! 

Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 

operated 


$12, 905, 439 

5, 392, 693, 296 

5, 404, 500, 253 

3 


and Wells Fargo Bank, National Association, San Francisco, Calif. (15660), which 

254 


merged May 29, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (15660). The 

257 




comptroller’s decision 

On January 14, 1969, Channel Islands State Bank, 
Ventura, Calif., and Wells Fargo Bank, National Asso- 
ciation, San Francisco, Calif., applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge under 
the charter and with the title of the latter. 

Wells Fargo Bank, National Association, the charter 
bank, was founded in 1852, and is the oldest bank in 
the West. It has IPC deposits of $3.5 billion and pres- 
ently operates 251 branches, principally in northern 
California, but recently it has expanded its branching 
activities to the southern part of the State. This bank 
offers a wide range of services, including international 
banking, fiduciary activities, personal property leasing, 
insurance premium hnancing, a variety of electronic 
data processing customer services such as payroll ac- 
counting and lock-box services, as well as economic 
research services, public relations, and advertising 
advisory services. 

The service area of the charter bank includes most 
of northern California, including the city of San Fran- 
cisco. In addition, the charter bank has recently es- 
tablished eight banking offices in Los Angeles and 
Orange County in southern California. The economy 
of the area served by Wells Fargo Bank, N.A., is widely 
diversified in agriculture, industry, foreign and do- 
mestic finance, and many other commercial and serv- 
ice activities, including lumbering, fishing, tourism, 
mining, oil production, manufacturing, military estab- 
lishments, and retail trade. 

Wells Fargo Bank is third largest in the State, rank- 


ing behind Bank of America N.T. & S.A. and Security 
Pacific National Bank. Wells Fargo Bank competes 
with numerous banking offices of statewide, regional, 
and local banks in its service area. Numerous savings 
and loan associations, credit unions, sales finance com- 
panies, personal loan companies, mortgage companies, 
factors, and lending agencies of the Federal Govern- 
ment offer considerable competition. 

The Channel Islands State Bank, the merging bank, 
opened for business on December 21, 1962, and has 
IPC deposits of $8.7 million. It has established two 
branches, one in the city of Ventura, 3 miles east of 
its main office, and one in the unincorporated com- 
munity of Oak View, 10 miles north. Although this 
bank has experienced satisfactory growth since its in- 
ception, loan losses have been disproportionately high. 
Fifty-two percent of its loan portfolio is centered in 
installment consumer paper. Channel Islands State 
Bank offers the usual banking services but it does not 
have a trust department, nor does it offer the more 
advanced and extensive services which its larger local 
competitors provide. It has been largely unresponsive 
to the needs of local business people, partially because 
of its small lending limit. 

The city of Ventura, home of the merging bank, is 
the county seat of Ventura County, and is located 
65 miles north of Los Angeles. The merging bank serves 
the city, which has a population of about 50,000, and 
a surrounding trade area, in northern Ventura County, 
with an additional population of 1 7,000. The economy 
of this area is agriculturally oriented. In recent years, 
however, oil production and tourism have contributed 
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significantly to the local economy and, to a lesser ex- 
tent, manufacturing and military bases have produced 
an imp<jrtant share of local income. 

Offices of four of the five largest banking institutions 
in the State of California, in addition to the merging 
bank and the Bank of A. Levy, service the Ventura 
market area. Bank of America N.T.&S.A., v^ith 
two branches, holds 37 percent of the area deposits, 
and Security Pacific National Bank, which also has 
two branches, hold 34 percent of area deposits. Chan- 
nel Islands State Bank holds an aggregate of approxi- 
mately 12 percent of area deposits in its three branches. 
Competing also are offices of savings and loan associ- 
ations, credit unions, sales finance companies, personal 
loan companies, mortgage companies, factors, and 
lending agencies of the U.S. Government. 

The beneficial effects of this merger will be pri- 
marily felt in the Ventura market area. Under the 
highly capable management of the charter bank, all 
of its services will be introduced into the Ventura area. 
The lending limit of the Ventura office of the result- 
ing bank will be much larger and enable it to service 
more adequately the needs of local merchants and busi- 
nesses for larger loans. Finally, the resulting bank’s 
office in Ventura should be much more responsive to 
the needs of local businessmen, farmers, and oil 
producers. 

The merger will have no adverse effects on com- 
petition. There is presently no direct competition be- 
tween Wells Fargo Bank and Channel Islands State 
Bank. The nearest offices of the charter bank to the 
merging bank are 52 miles west, in the San Fernando 
Valley, and 65 miles southwest, in Los Angeles. Intro- 
duction of a fifth statewide, or regional, California 
bank into the Ventura market will enhance compe- 
tition there. In the areas where Wells Fargo Bank, 
N.A., now operates, the merger will have no anti- 


competitive effect. Statewide, Wells Fargo Bank, N.A., 
will remain in third position, with its percentages of 
statewide deposits and loans each increasing by only 
0.02 percent. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, this 
merger is deemed to be in the public interest. The 
application is, therefore, approved. 

April 23, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The nearest branch of Wells Fargo in Los Angeles 
is 52 miles from Channel Bank’s offices in Ventura. 
There, nevertheless, may be some direct competition 
between them; Wells Fargo derives $15,000 in IPC 
deposit accounts from Channel Bank’s service area, 
and Channel Bank derives $337,000 or 5.9 percent of 
its total IPC deposits from Los Angeles and Orange 
counties, in which Wells Fargo has offices. These areas, 
however, are also served by a number of other large 
California banking institutions. Thus, v/hile the pro- 
posed merger would appear to eliminate some direct 
competition, this would not appear to be a significant 
proportion of the banking business of the areas 
involved. 

The growth of the northern part of Ventura County 
is proceeding at a somewhat less rapid pace than the 
southern part near the Los Angeles border. Channel 
Bank’s offices in the city of Ventura, however, are 
only 8 miles from the city of Oxnard, the focal point 
of the newer and more dramatic southern county 
growth. This area offers substantial possibilities for de 
novo expansion by both banks. The likelihood of Wells 
Fargo’s entry by such means is underscored in the 
application. The two banks are thus potential com- 
petitors; the proposed merger would eliminate that 
competition. 


* * * 


The Clinton County National Bank and Trust Company of Wilmington, Wilmington, Ohio, and The First National Bank 

OF Sabina, Sabina, Ohio 


Banking offices 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


The First National Bank of Sabina, Sabina, Ohio (8411), with 

was purchased June 14, 1969, by The Clinton County National Bank and Trust 

Company of WUmington, Wilmington, Ohio (1979), which had 

After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 


$4, 434, 000 

20, 584, 000 
24,517,000 


To be 
operated 


2 

4 


6 
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COMPTROLLER'S i)ECIS10>; 

On December 26, 1968, I’lie Clinton County Na- 
tional Bank and Trust Company of Wilmington, Wil- 
mington, Ohio, applied to the Office of the Comptrol- 
ler of the Currency for permission to purchase the assets 
and assume the liabilities of The First National Bank 
of Sabina, Sabina, Ohio. 

The Clinton County National Bank and Trust Com- 
pany of Wilmington, the purchasing bank, has IPC 
deposits of Si5.9 million, and was chartered in 1872. 
It has one in-town and two out-of-town branch offices. 

Wilmington is the county seat of Clinton County, 
and has a population of 10.200. Clinton County is 
located in the southwest sector of Ohio. Wilming- 
ton lies 34 miles southeast of Dayton., 60 miles 
southwest of ColumT’iis, and 50 miles nortlicast of 
Cincinnati. The economy of this area is primarily 
dependent upon local industry, employing about 1,200 
workers, and upon large-scale, mechanized farming 
operations. Banking cornpetition comes from the $14 
million First National Bank of Wilmington, which has 
one in-town branch. The First National Bank of Wil- 
mington is an affiliate of BancOhio Corporation, a 
Cclumbu.s-based registered bank holding company 
operating 22 other State and National banks in central 
and southern Ohio. Additional competition comes 
from three savings and lo.ari associations, one of which 
is a branch of Tlome Federal Sasings and Loan Co. 
of Cincinnati; three finance companies; lending agen- 
cies of the Federal Government; and credit unions in 
both Wilmington and Dayton, wiiere many area resi- 
dents work. 

The First National Bank of Sabina, the selling bank, 
has IPC deposits of $3.9 million. It was organized in 
1906, and operates one branch located one block from 
its main office. It has been handicapped in recent years 
by a lack of experienced management. 

The village of Sabina has a population of 2,400 and 
is located 1 1 miles northeast of Wilmington. It is the 
third largest city in Clinton County. The economy of 
this area is dependent on agriculture. Its nonfarming 
activity is limited to two small tool companies and 
several grain elevators. Besides the $4.5 million selling 
bank, the $5.1 million Sabina Bank operates in Sabina. 
In addition, there are two other small unit banks head- 
quartered in Clinton County, the $8.2 million First Na- 
tional Bank of Blanchester, and the $1.7 million Port 
William Banking Company. Competition also comes 
from a BancOhio affiliate and a member of Huntington 
Banc-Shares of Columbus, Ohio, both located in Wash- 
ington Court House, 1 1 miles to the east. 


This proposal should l^enefit the community of 
Sabina by providing customers of tlie area with a bank 
having adequate management resources, a greater lend- 
ing limit, and a broader range of banking services, in- 
cluding trust services. 

Competition will not be adversely affected by con- 
summation of this proposal. Introduction of the pur- 
chasing bank into Sabina should stimulate competition 
with the Sabina Bank which is presently larger, 
stronger, and more effective than the selling institu- 
tion. In Wilmington, the transaction should stimulate 
competition with the First National Bank of Wilming- 
ton, a subsidiary of the large Columbus-based Banc- 
Ohio Corporation. In Clinton County and its environs, 
competition which is already intense will not be un- 
balanced. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, this 
merger is judged to be in the public interest and is, 
therefore, approved. 

March 14, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Clinton Bank, the largest bank in Clinton County, 
operates four banking offices, including a head office 
and two branches in Wilmington. Its Wilmington 
offices, the offices closest to Sabina Bank, are about 10 
miles southwest of Sabina. The First National Bank 
of Wilmington, the second largest bank in Clinton 
County, also operates in Wilmington, and another 
competitive bank operates in Sabina. There are no 
other intervening banking offices in the area between 
Wilmington and Sabina, and the merging banks show 
that their service areas overlap. It appears, therefore, 
that there is direct competition between the banks 
which would be eliminated by the merger. 

The proposed merger will result in a substantial 
increase in concentration in Clinton County, which 
as of June 30, 1968, had six banks with 11 banking 
offices. Clinton Bank held 42 percent of total county 
deposits, and Sabina Bank, the fifth largest bank in 
the county, held 10 percent; the resulting bank will 
hold 52 percent of county deposits. The two largest 
banks in the county hold 67 percent of county deposits; 
the proposed merger would increase this market share 
to 77 percent. If banking offices within 15 miles of 
Sabina are included in the market, Clinton Bank and 
Sabina Bank have market shares of 20 percent and 
7 percent, respectively; the resulting bank will hold 27 
percent of deposits in the market. 

We, therefore, believe that this merger will have an 
adverse effect on competition. 
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Commonwealth National Bank, San Francisco, Calif., and Lincoln National Bank, Santa Rosa, Calif. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$7,446, no 
61, 887, 458 

69, 616, 224 

2 

5 


and Commonwealth National Bank, San Francisco, Calif. (15330), which had. . . . 
merged June 16, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (15330). The 


7 




comptroller’s decision 

On February 17, 1969, Lincoln National Bank, Santa 
Rosa, Calif., and Commonwealth National Bank, San 
Francisco, Calif., applied to the Office of the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge under 
the charter and with the title of the latter. 

Commonwealth National Bank, with IPC deposits 
of $48.7 million, opened for business June 11, 1964. In 
addition to its head office, it has two branches in San 
Francisco and one in Pleasant Hill, a residential com- 
munity about 35 miles northeast of San Francisco. This 
bank is a full-service institution offering trust services. 
It is controlled by the Morris Plan Company, a holding 
company, which owns 96 percent of its outstanding 
stock. 

The primary market area of the Commonwealth 
National Bank is the city and county of San Francisco, 
in which the bank has three offices. The city of San 
Francisco, with a population of about 748,700, is the 
retail, commercial, and trading center for the San 
Francisco Bay Metropolitan Area, which contains a 
population exceeding 4 million. San Francisco is also 
the financial, transpiortation, distribution, and indus- 
trial headquarters for northern California and the 
western United States. Its economic base is highly di- 
versified. The charter bank, located in the financial 
district in downtown San Francisco, competes in its 
primary service area with numerous offices of Cali- 
fornia’s largest statewide banks and other large fi- 
nancial institutions, and is one of the smaller banks 
operating in this area. 

Lincoln National Bank, with IPC deposits of $4.6 
million, opened for business on November 5, 1964. In 
addition to its main office in Santa Rosa, it operates 
one branch in San Rafael about 40 miles south of 
Santa Rosa. This bank offers the usual banking services, 
except trust services. 

The cities of Santa Rosa and San Rafael are north 
of San Francisco, 60 miles and 17 miles, respectively. 
Santa Rosa, with a population of 35,500, is the main 
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trade center of Sonoma County. Greater Santa Rosa 
has a population of nearly 90,000, while the central 
Sonoma County market area of the merging bank has 
a population of nearly 120,000. The economy of cen- 
tral Sonoma County is stable, with retail trade; agri- 
culture, primarily dairying, orchards, and cattle and 
sheep raising; and tourism the primary contributors. 
San Rafael, situated 17 miles north of San Francisco, 
is primarily a residential city, inhabited by higher in- 
come families. Many of its residents commute to San 
Francisco for employment. 

Competition for the merging bank, which is one of 
the smaller financial institutions located in its service 
area, comes from offices of California’s largest state- 
wide banks, as well as offices of numerous savings and 
loan associations, finance companies, credit unions, and 
life insurance companies. 

Upon consummation of this merger, the Santa Rosa 
and San Rafael offices of the resulting bank will be 
able to offer more extended services, notably a trust 
department, as well as the “Credit Reserve Plan” being 
instituted by the Commonwealth National Bank. Also, 
the expanded lending capacity will enable these offices 
of the merging bank to solicit and serve businesses 
whose credit demands are too large for Lincoln Na- 
tional Bank to adequately serve. Economies of scale 
should result which will benefit the customers of the 
resulting bank. 

The merger will have no adverse effect on competi- 
tion. The two banks are located 1 7 miles apart and do 
not compete. The addition of the much smaller merg- 
ing bank to the charter bank, which holds less than 
1 percent of aggregate deposits and loans of banking 
offices in San Francisco, should have a negligible com- 
petitive impact in San Francisco. Competition in Santa 
Rosa and San Rafael should be slightly increased by 
the added capacity of the resulting bank in those cities. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, this 
merger is deemed to be in the public interest. The ap- 
plication is, therefore, approved. 

May 15, 1969. 
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SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The head office of Lincoln National in Sonoma 
County is located approximately 54 miles north of San 
Francisco. There is, apparently, no substantial direct 
competition between the merging banks. Common- 
wealth’s right to branch de novo into Marin County 
and into Sonoma County creates the potential for 
competition between the merging banks. However, 
Commonwealth has not yet opened a de novo branch, 
although its parent does have a statewide branch sys- 
tem. Furthermore, the merging banks are relatively 
small institutions; Commonwealth possesses less than 
1 percent of the total deposits in San Francisco County, 
while Lincoln National possesses approximately 1.4 
percent of the total deposits in Sonoma County, and 
0.6 percent of Marin County deposits. 

Elimination of Lincoln National’s competition with 


Commonwealth’s parent, Morris Plan Company, in 
Sonoma County, would appear to increase slightly con- 
centration of control over those financial services in 
which there is direct competition. Moreover, the his- 
tory of rapid growth of the Morris Plan Branch sug- 
gests that its present loan and thrift deposit figures 
understate its likely long-run market position. Never- 
theless, the very small present size of both the loan 
and deposit totals for this branch suggest that even 
substantial further growth will not make it a very sig- 
nificant competitor of commercial banks. Also, al- 
though the application indicates that the growth of 
this branch has come through competition with banks, 
based on the limited information given in the applica- 
tion, it is not clear exactly how direct that competition 
is in fact. 

The effect of this merger on comp<;tition, therefore, 
would not be significantly adverse. 

* 


First National Bank of Jackson, Jackson, Miss., and The Bank of Greenwood, Greenwood, Miss. 


Xame of bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin 

In 

operation 

g offices 

To be 
operated 


$26, 703, 082 
367, 253, 622 

394, 173, 721 

2 


and First National Bank of Jackson, Jackson, Miss. (10523), which had 

merged June 27, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (10523). The 

22 

24 




The “Comptroller’s Decision” and the “Summary of proved, but in litigation.” This merger was not con- 
Report by Attorney General” for this case appeared summated until 1969. 
in the 1968 Annual Report under the heading “Ap- 

» » * 


The First National Bank of Quincy, Quincy, Mich., and Peoples State Bank of Bronson, Bronson, Mich, 



i 

Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$8, 628, 983 
16, 497, 563 

25, 126, 546 

1 


and The First National Bank of Quincy, Quincy, Mich. (2550), which had 

merged June 30, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (2550). The | 

3 

4 





75 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stiouisfed.org/ 

Federai Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



comptroller's decision 

On March 6, 1969, the Peoples State Bank of 
Bronson, Bronson, Mich., and The First National Bank 
of Quincy, Quincy, Mich., applied to the Office of the 
Comjrtroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
undei' the charter of the latter and with the title of 
“First National Bank of Quincy.” 

The charter bank, with IPG deposits of $12.1 mil- 
lion, is located in Quincy, Mich., a village of some 
1,600 people. Quincy serves an agricultural area of 
beef and dairy farms. It also boasts a large and growing 
industrial community. Two large facilities, a $6 million 
meatjiacking plant and a $1.5 million home construc- 
tion company, are now being constructed and will 
employ about 450 people, when complete. Presently, 
Quincy has 10 businesses, which employ over 650 
people, and expend about $3.5 million in annual 
payrolls. 

T he merging bank, situated in Bronson, Mich., a city 
of 2,200, has IPC deposits of $6.8 million. Bronson, 
although 17 miles away from Quincy, has a similar 
econtjmic base of beef and dairy farms and industrial 
facilities. The industrial community is now successfully 
recovering from the loss of two sizable employers in 
the last few years. Under the aegis of a nonprofit 
corporation, determined efforts are being made to 
induc:e new businesses to settle in the Bronson area. 
Recently, a new manufacturing facility opened, and 
will employ 200 people by June 1969. 

The resulting bank will serve the respective com- 
munities of the applicant and merging bank. Gen- 
erally, the total service area comprises Branch County, 
Mich., which geographically lies midway between 
Detroit and Chicago. This region is part of a growing 
megalopolis which economists predict will appreciably 
increase in population and industry in the next decade. 

There is presently no competition between the two 
institutions. The two banks lie some 17 miles apart, 

* * 


separated by the city of Coldwater, which is served by 
two larger banking institutions. 

The merger will not unduly concentrate area bank- 
ing assets in the resultant bank. The resources of The 
First National Bank of Quincy will be increased to 
$23.4 million, making it comparable in size, and more 
equally competitive, to the Southern Michigan Na- 
tional Bank, Coldwater, Mich., with assets of $24.4 
million; The Branch County Savings Bank, Gold- 
water, Mich., with assets of $23.4 million; the Hillsdale 
State Savings Bank, Hillsdale, Mich., with assets of 
$23.9 million; and the Hillsdale County National Bank, 
Hillsdale, Mich., with assets of $21.5 million. 

This merger will provide increased services, greater 
efficiencies in operation, and a larger lending limit for 
the resulting bank. It will enable it to keep pace with 
the larger area institutions, especially those banks in 
Coldwater, Mich. 

Applying the statutory criteria to this proposal, it is 
found to be in the public interest. The merger is, there- 
fore, approved. 

May 21, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

First National Bank of Quincy (“First National”) 
operates two offices in Branch County and one office 
in neighboring Hillsdale County. Peoples State Bank 
of Bronson (“Peoples Bank”) operates its sole office 
in Bronson, Branch County. Branch County is cur- 
rently served by four banks with nine banking offices. 

The closest offices of these banks are 13 miles apart 
and, despite the existence of intervening banks, there 
is probably some direct competition which will be 
eliminated by this merger. First National has 16.9 
percent of the total deposits in Branch County, and 
People’s Bank accounts for 13.2 percent of such 
deposits. 

* 


The Fulton National Bank of Lancaster, Lancaster, Pa., and Keystone Trust Company, Harrisburg, Pa. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$14,555, 132 
117, 199,301 

131, 754, 433 

1 

9 


and The Fulton National Bank of Lancaster, Lancaster, Pa. (2634), which had. . . 
merged June 30, 1969, under the charter and title of the latter bank (2634). The 


10 
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comptroller’s decision 

On February 28, 1969, The Fulton National Bank of 
Lancaster, Lancaster, Pa., with IPC deposits of $92.8 
million, and the Keystone Trust Company, Harrisburg, 
Pa., with IPG deposits of $11.2 million, applied to the 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to merge under the charter and with tlte, title 
of the former. 

Lancaster, with a population of approximately 
61,000, is the county seat of Lancaster County, and the 
heart of the Pennsylvania “'Dutch” country, one of the 
leading tourist areas in the United States. Agriculture 
remains the economic backbone of this fertile area; the 
county continues to rank first in the State in 35 cate- 
gories of farm production, with over $100 million reve- 
nue annually recei\'ed from the sale of agricultural and 
livestock products. While the number of farms and 
farm production has been declining since the 1950’s, 
over 6,000 farms remained in active production as 
late as 1967. 

The change in the agricultural picture has been 
more than offset by the growing industrial base which 
utilizes a large number of skilled and semiskilled 
workers. Industry presently supplies 40 out of every 100 
jobs in Lancaster County. There are 654 manufactur- 
ing industries in the county, employing 51,902 persons, 
paying wages and salaries of $307.5 million, and pro- 
ducing products and related activities valued at $1.3 
billion. The economic stability and growth potential for 
the area served by the applicant bank is considered 
excellent. 

The Fulton National Bank, the charter bank, orga- 
nized in 1892, presently has a main office and eight 
branches within Lancaster County. This bank is widely 
respected in the county, having acquired a reputation 
for progressiveness and responsiveness to the financial 
needs of its customers. It was the first bank in Lancaster 
County to branch, and the first to install TV bank 
protection facilities. The competent management con- 
tinually seeks to increase the quality and quantity of 
services available to the people of Lancaster County. 
In the last 3 years, deposits increased 20 percent, and, 
during 1967-68, total loans increased from $54.7 mil- 
lion to $65.8 million, as the bank worked to meet the 
credit needs of the county’s expanding economy. 

Harrisburg, the State capital, with a population of 
approximately 80,000 people, is located in Dauphin 
County, midway between Philadelphia and Pittsburgh. 
In addition to being the political center of the State, 
it is also the hub of a rapidly growing industrial region 
served by 70 motor carriers, three commercial airlines, 


and two major railroads. Its highly developed indus- 
trial base produces electrical components, shoes, lum- 
ber, concrete, clothes, quartz crystals, and other varied 
products. The 91 manufacturing facilities in the city 
of Harrisburg, during 1966, employed over 7,000 peo- 
ple, paid wages and salaries of $43.7 million, and pro- 
duced goods and related activities valued at $155.9 
million. 

The merging bank, organized in 1916, has never at- 
tempted to expand beyond its parochial image. The 
institution continues operation through a single office 
in an area that has deteriorated from a once active 
trading center to an economically stagnant and run- 
down section of Harrisburg. While it is willing to meet 
the personal needs of its long-time customers, it does 
not have tlie resources or services to attract and accom- 
modate big accounts. Its facilities are antiquated, its 
banking methods outdated, and no modern services 
such as electronic data proces-sing or credit cards liave 
been instituted. As urban renewal moves into the area, 
the bank faces the prospect of having to move its whole 
operation, at a prohibitive cost of $600,000, which is 
considered above its present capacity. 

Keystone Trust Company anticipates a problem in 
management succession in the near future. The three 
officers who presently manage the institution, the chair- 
man-president, the executive vice president, and a 
younger vice president with a progressive disability, 
expect to retire within the next several years. Efforts 
to attract young and able management as replacements 
have been futile. Although salaries have been raised 
over 50 percent in the last 3 years, an increase to a 
competitive level would mean an overall adjustment of 
the payroll, and therefore a substantial reduction in the 
present earnings of the Keystone Trust Company. 

The financial soundness of Keystone Trust Company 
is not questioned. Deposit growth ha.s been small but 
steady, and its 1968 net operating income was 
$149,000, substantially above the 1964-68 average of 
$132,000. To maintain such earnings, the bank has at- 
tempted to operate on minimum expenses and low sala- 
ries. Also, it has shifted its assets to concentrate heavily 
on tax-free municipal bonds. In recent years it has been 
selling Federal funds to its correspondent bank for 
lack of loan demand in the area. It pursues no active 
program for advertising or soliciting new accounts, and 
some long-time customers have been compelled to sever 
connections with Keystone when their financial re- 
quirements surpassed the bank’s lending capacity. After 
50 years of operation, it has little more than $11 mil- 
lion in deposits, and a lending limit of $1 10,000. 

There is virtually no competition between the appli- 
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cant banks due to the distance which separates them. 
The Fulton National Bank has no branches in Dauphin 
County, and Fulton’s nearest office to the Keystone 
Trust is its branch in Manheim, 28 miles southeast of 
Harrisburg. Although Pennsylvania law permits the 
Fulton National Bank to branch de novo into Harris- 
burg, cost and delay are prohibitive of such a venture. 

The proposed merger will not be adverse to the 
present banking structure of Harrisburg. Commercial 
banking in the city is concentrated in three strong, well- 
managed, and innovative banks; The Harrisburg Na- 
tional Bank and Trust Company, with deposits of 
$173.1 million; Dauphin Deposit Trust Company, with 
deposits of $197.6 million; and the Harrisburg branches 
of National Bank and Trust Company of Central Penn- 
sylvania, York, Pa., with deposits of $220.4 million. 
The merging bank falls far short of its competitors in 
both size and services offered. However, merger of the 
applicant banks will create an institution with deposits 
of $108 million. While this is less than the other three 
banks, it will bring, to a rundown and economically 
blighted part of Harrisburg, an aggressive and far- 
sighted facility, having an ability to stimulate, rather 
than stifle, competition. 

The public served by the resultant bank will realize 
several advantages from the merger. The lending ca- 
pacity of the bank will be increased to $666,500, pro- 
viding increased accommodation to loan requests that 
have been previously refused by the merging bank be- 
cause of low lending limit and conservative banking 
policy. Furthermore, the resultant bank will offer 
highly improved services to the customers of the Key- 
stone Trust Company, including Bank Americard, 
broader loan services, a business development pro- 


gram, and a more complete trust department. Finally, 
with combined personnel and managerial talent avail- 
able to the resulting bank, this merger will resolve the 
merging bank’s succession problem and establish im- 
proved public service in the trade area of the merging 
bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed mer- 
ger we find that it is in the public interest. The appli- 
cation is, therefore, approved. 

May 21, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The head offices of the merging banks are located 
some 39 miles apart; the nearest branch office of Ful- 
ton National to Keystone Trust’s office is at Manheim 
in Lancaster County, some 28 miles southeast of Harris- 
burg; several banks appear to operate in the interv'en- 
ing areas. Consequently, it is doubtful that significant 
direct competition exists between the parties to this 
proposed merger. 

Pennsylvania law would permit Fulton National to 
establish de novo branch offices within the area served 
by Keystone Trust, and Fulton National would appear 
to be the third largest potential entrant into Dauphin 
County. Commercial banking in Dauphin County is 
highly concentrated; as of June 1966, the three larg- 
est banks held approximately 80 percent of county IPC 
demand deposits. However, on that date, Keystone 
Trust, the smallest bank in Harrisburg, held approxi- 
mately 2.7 percent of such deposits. Accordingly, in 
view of Keystone Trust’s small size, we conclude that 
the proposed merger would have no significant ad- 
verse effect on potential competition. 

-) 5 - 


Adams County National Bank, Cumberland Township, Pa., and The First National Bank of York Springs, 

York Springs, Pa. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$4,512,753 

47,340,533 

51,853,286 

1 


and Adams County National Bank, Cumberland Township, Pa. (311), which had. 
merged July 31, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (311). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 

5 1 



6 
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comptroller’s decision 

On April 17, 1969, Adams County National Bank, 
Gettysburg, Pa., and The First National Bank of York 
Springs, York Springs, Pa., applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge under 
the charter and with the title of the former. 

Adams County National Bank, the charter bank, 
was organized in 1857 as a State bank under the laws 
of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. This bank, 
with IPC deposits of $38 million, is the fifth largest 
bank, in terms of loans and deposits, of the 13 banks 
operating in Adams County. 

The merging bank, a one-office institution located 
14 miles north of Gettysburg, was organized as a Na- 
tional bank in 1905. This bank, with IPG deposits of 
$3.6 million, is 12th in size among banks operating 
in Adams County. After the proposed merger, the re- 
sulting bank will remain fifth in size in terms of loans 
and deposits of the banks operating in the county. 

Adams County is a prosperous area with an economy 
dependent on agriculture, industry, and tourism. Nearly 
3 million tourists are attracted annually to Gettysburg, 
the headquarters of the charter bank. Businesses de- 
pendent on the tourist trade, such as restaurants and 
motels, have prospered and increased in number in 
recent years. The economy of this area is also benefited 
by the presence of Gettysburg College, a coeducational 
school with over 1,800 students. The merging bank, 
located in York Springs, a community with a popula- 
tion of 500, serv'es the northern portion of the county, 
an area with a population of approximately 6,500. This 
primarily agricultural area is economically benefited, 
to a limited degree, by the influx of tourists into the 
Gettysburg area to the south. However, the present 
level of economic activity is not sufficient to warrant 
de novo entry by the charter bank. 

There is virtually no competition between the charter 
bank and the merging bank. The merging bank, with 
one banking office, is geographically remote from the 
main office and four branches of the charter bank. An 
analysis of the deposits of each of the applicant banks 
indicates that less than 1 percent of these deposits origi- 
nated in the market area of the other. The proposed 
merger will increase competition in the York Springs 

* 


area, where the main competitors of tlie resulting bank 
will be Cumberland County National Bank, with de- 
posits of $81 million, and Harrisburg National Bank 
and Trust Company, with deposits of $173 million. 
Both of those banks maintain offices in Dillsburg, 9 
miles northwest of York Springs. 

The proposed merger will serve the convenience and 
needs of the York Springs area in several ways. First, 
the merging bank has experienced difficulty in servic- 
ing its larger customers because of its relatively small 
lending limit. The lending capacity of the resulting 
bank will adequately meet the financial needs of the 
York Springs community. The resulting bank will also 
furnish trust services, heretofore unavailable in York 
Springs. A number of much needed physical improve- 
ments on the York Springs bank will be accomplished 
without an undue burden on earnings, and internal 
operations will be improved by the installation of more 
efficient bookkeeping equipment. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

June 25, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The merging banks serve generally different sections 
of Adams County, and the amount of business which 
each draws from the service area of the other would 
appear to be limited. 

York Springs Bank is the only bank located in York 
Springs. A branch of Adams Bank (acquired by merger 
in 1967) is one of the two banking offices in nearby 
East Berlin and is among the closest banking alterna- 
tives to the York Springs service area. 

1 1 may be a source of some direct competition which 
the proposed merger will eliminate. 

As of June 1968, the two largest banks in Adams 
County held over 67 percent of county IPC demand 
deposits. While Adams County may somewhat over- 
state the extent of the relevant market, the proposed 
merger will increase the share of Adams Bank by 
about 2.6 percent to approximately 37 percent of such 
deposits and the share of the two largest banks to nearly 
70 percent. 

* * 
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The First National Bank of Scottsboro, Scottsboro, Ala., and The American National Bank of Bridgeport, 

Bridgeport, Ala. 


Name oj bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$2, 014, 991 
15, 265, 585 

17,239, 377 

1 

4 


and The First National Bank of Scottsboro, Scottsboro, Ala. (8963), which had. . . 
merged July 31, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (8963) and tide “The First 
National Bank, Scottsboro, Alabama.” The merged bank at date of merger had . . 


5 



comptroller’s decision 

On April 15, 1969, The First National Bank of 
Scottsboro, Scottsboro, Ala., and The American 
National Bank of Bridgeport, Bridgeport, Ala., applied 
to the Comptroller of the Currency for permission 
to merge under the charter of the former and 
with the title of “The First National Bank, Scottsboro, 
Alabama.” 

The First National Bank of Scottsboro, the charter 
bank, which was founded in 1907, operates three 
branches, and has IPC deposits of $11.5 million. This 
bank ranks first in size among the five banks operat- 
ing in Jackson County. The charter bank has enjoyed 
a fine reputation since its organization and its future 
prospects are excellent. 

The; American National Bank of Bridgeport, the 
merging bank, was organized in 1918. It has IPC 
deposits of $1.5 million, and operates no branches. 
This bank also enjoys a fine reputation; however, its 
future prospects are not particularly encouraging in 
view of its low lending limit and lack of management 
depth. 

Both the charter bank and the merging bank are 
located in Jackson County which, according to the 
1960 census, had a population of 6,649. Prospects of 
continued population and economic growth are excel- 
lent in light of the fact that the Revere Copper and 
Brass Co. has announced plans to construct a major 
manufacturing facility costing approximately $165 
million. When this plant is completed, by the end of 
1972, this company alone will employ an estimated 
2,000 persons. The town of Bridgeport, which is 28 
miles north of Scottsboro, has a population of about 
3,000. Indications are that Bridgeport is also on the 
threshold of a period of industrial expansion. Two new 
industrial plants recently opened, and prospects of 
attracting additional industry and expanding existing 
industry are good. 
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There is virtually no direct competition between the 
subject banks. The charter bank serves most of the 
southern half of Jackson County, while the merging 
bank serves a small area in the north. In addition to 
the fact that the service areas of the subject banks 
do not overlap, there is another bank located between 
the two, 6 miles south of Bridgeport. 

There is convincing evidence of a need for a larger 
bank in the Bridgeport service area, where the growth 
trend is encouraging. The merging bank, with its low 
lending limit, is ill equipped to service an expanding 
economy. Consummation of the proposed merger will 
provide assurance that progressive policies will be pur- 
sued to meet the growing needs of the area. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

June 26, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The First National Bank of Scottsboro (“First 
National”) operates its head office and three branches 
in Jackson County, Ala. The American National 
Bank of Bridgeport (“American Bank”) operates its 
sole office in Bridgeport, Jackson County. Jackson 
County is currently served by five banks with nine 
banking offices. First National has approximately 38.2 
percent of the total deposits in Jackson County and 
34.4 percent of the IPC demand deposits. American 
Bank has about 5.3 percent of the total deposits and 
4 percent of the IPC demand deposits. 

The closest offices of these two banks are approxi- 
mately 19 miles apart. Since customers in the Bridge- 
port area have two alternatives to American Bank 
within 10 miles, little, if any, direct competition be- 
tween the merging banks is likely to be eliminated. 

Applicable law permits de novo branching within 
Jackson County. However, due to the alternative 
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commercial banks in the Bridgeport area, and the It is, therefore, unlikely that the proposed merger 
sparse population of the area, the opportunity for de would eliminate any significant amount of direct or 
novo entry seems small. potential competition. 


United National Bank of Vermillion, Vermillion, S. Dak., and United National Bank of Brandon, Brandon, S. Dak., 

AND Lyman County Bank, Kennebec, S. Dak. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


United National Bank of Brandon, Brandon, S. Dak. (15581), with 

Lyman County Bank, Kennebec, S. Dak., with 

and United National Bank of Vermillion, Vermillion, S. Dak. (15639), which 

had 

merged July 31, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (15639) and title “United 
National Bank of Vermillion, Vermillion, South Dakota.” The merged bank at 
date of merger had 



Banking offices 

Total assets 

In 

To be 


operation 

operated 

$5, 260, 317 

2, 673, 996 

16, 038, 608 

23, 972, 921 

3 i 


1 : 


6 



! 

10 

1 



comptroller’s decision 

On April 21, 1969, the United National Bank of 
Vermillion, Vermillion, S. Dak., the United National 
Bank of Brandon, Brandon, S. Dak., and the Lyman 
County Bank, Kennebec, S. Dak., filed an application 
with the Comptroller of the Currency for permission 
to merge under the charter of the United National 
Bank of Vermillion and with the title of “United 
National Bank of Vermillion, Vermillion, South 
Dakota.” 

The United National Bank of Vermillion was orga- 
nized as a State bank in 1914, and converted to a 
National charter in 1967. This bank now holds IPC 
deposits of $12 million at its main office and five 
branches in Vermillion, Gayville, Wakonda, Volin, 
and Tabor, in the extreme southeastern portion of the 
State. The town of Vermillion, in which the main 
office of the charter bank is located, has a population 
of about 10,000, and is the county seat of Clay County. 
The surrounding area contains some of the richest 
farmland in the State, and is largely devoted to agri- 
culture and livestock production. Retail trade activity 
is also important, and the presence of the University 
of South Dakota, with an enrollment of 6,000 students, 
also generates some employment. 

The United National Bank of Brandon, Brandon, 
S. Dak., was chartered in 1905 as a State bank, and 
converted to a National charter in 1966. Tlie United 
National Bank of Brandon now operates branches at 
Valley Springs and Caiiistota, and has IPC deposits of 
$4.1 million. Brandon, where the bank’s main office is 
located, ha.s a population of approximately 1,200, and 


lies about 10 miles east of Sioux Falls, the largest city 
in the State, and about 75 miles north of Vermillion. 
The economy of this area is also dependent on agricul- 
tural activity, including livestock production and dairy 
farming. Because of its proximity to Sioux Falls, Bran- 
don has, in recent years, developed as a residential 
community for people employed in Sioux Falls. 

The Lyman County Bank, Kennebec, S. Dak., was 
organized in 1955, and presently holds IPC deposits of 
about $2.1 million. The town of Kennebec has a popu- 
lation of approximately 370, and lies in a sparsely 
populated portion of south-central South Dakota. 
Agricultural activity predominates in this area, includ- 
ing the production of livestock and the raising of 
wheat and other cereals. 

There is no existing competition among the merging 
banks, whose service areas do not overlap. The devel- 
opment of any competition is unlikely because the 
three banks are under common ownership and control. 
The resulting bank will continue to meet intense com- 
petition from the branches of two banks which are 
members of Minneapolis-based holding companies, 
viz., The National Bank of South Dakota, with its main 
office in Sioux Falls, and total assets of $148 million, 
and the North’.yestern National Bank of Sioux Falls, 
which has total assets of approximately $108 million. 

On consummation of this merger, the banking pub- 
lic will benefit from the availability of the increased 
lending limit necessary to meet the expanding credit 
demands of an agricultural economy marked by grow- 
ing consolidation of operating units, and requiring 
greater investments in operating equipment and fixed 
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assets. The trust services recently instituted by the 
charter bank will become available at the banking out- 
lets of the resulting bank. The merger will also permit 
the effectuation of operating economies and the im- 
proved allocation of management resources. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we find that the pro- 
posal is in the public interest, and the application is, 
therefore, approved. 

June 26, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The home office of Vermillion Bank is 75 miles 
southwest from Brandon Bank’s home office, and 207 
miles southeast from Lyman Bank’s home office. The 
home office of Lyman Bank is 167 miles west of Bran- 


don Bank’s home office. The closest branch of 
Brandon Bank is over 130 miles from Lyman Bank. 
Various banking alternatives exist in the intervening 
areas. Hence, no significant direct competition will be 
eliminated by this merger. 

South Dakota law does not permit banks to branch 
de novo into any of the cities or towns where any one 
of the merging banks presently operates, although 
branches might be established in communities without 
banks. Because of the size of the banks and the nature 
of the communities involved, as well as the presence of 
other likely potential entrants into the counties, the 
proposed merger does not appear to eliminate any sig- 
nificant potential competition. 

We conclude that this merger is not likely to have an 
adverse effect on competition. 

* 


The Indian Head National Bank of Nashua, Nashua, N.H., and The Salem Trust Company, Salem, N.H. 


Marne of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin^ 

In 

operation 

j offices 

To be 
operated 


$6, 339, 486 

65, 358, 134 

71,698,280 

1 

1 

and The Indian Head National Bank of Nashua, Nashua, N.H. (1310), which 

3 

1 

merged Aug. 8, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (1310). The 


4 


1 1 



comptroller’s decision 

On March 11, 1969, The Salem Trust Company, 
Salem, N.H., and The Indian Head National Bank of 
Nashua, Nashua, N.H., applied to the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
under the charter and with the title of the latter. 

The Indian Head National Bank of Nashua, the 
charter bank, with IPC deposits of $28.5 million, wjis 
organized in 1851. In addition to its head office in 
Nashua, it operates two branches, one in Hudson and 
one in Merrimack. It is a member of New Hampshire 
Bank.shares, Inc., a registered bank holding company 
which controls seven commercial banks in New Hamp- 
shire with total deposits of $143.6 million. 

The service area of the charter bank includes Nashua 
and contiguous towns in southeast New Hampshire. 
The jropulation of Nashua is about 46,000, while that 
of the service area is somewhat greater. The economy 


of this area is mixed residential, industrial, and com- 
mercial. Much new industry has located in the area 
in recent years, while the construction of new homes 
and other buildings has contributed to phenomenal 
growth in the area. 

Competing financial institutions in the Nashua area 
include the Nashua Trust Company, Second National 
Bank, Nashua, and the Nashua Federal Savings and 
Loan Association, all of which are of a similar size to 
the charter bank; and the First Federal Savings and 
Loan Association, Nashua, which is somewhat smaller. 

Salem Trust Company, with IPC deposits of $4.1 
million, was chartered in 1953, and is a unit bank. The 
bank is faced with a management succession problem 
as its executive vice president is nearing retirement and 
no one appears available to replace him. 

The service area of the merging bank, which in- 
cludes Salem, has a population of about 16,000, and 
lies about 16 miles southeast of the charter bank’s main 
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office. The economy of this area, which has been the 
fastest growing in New Hampshire in the last 16 years, 
is also mixed residential, industrial, and commercial. 
Although in close proximity to the service area of the 
charter bank, the merging bank’s service area is sepa- 
rate and distinct. 

Banking competition comes from a number of larger 
banks and other financial institutions located in nearby 
industrial towns in Massachusetts. These include the 
Arlington Trust Company, and Bay State Merchants 
National Bank, both of Lawrence, Mass. ; Merrimack 
Valley National Bank, Haverhill, Mass. ; Andover Sav- 
ings Bank, Andover, Mass.; and the Community Sav- 
ings Bank, Lawrence Savings Bank, and Essex Broad- 
way Savings Bank, all of Lawrence, Mass. The Salem 
Co-Operative Bank, Salem, N.H., also competes, while 
the newly-chartered Rockingham Trust Company, 
Salem, will compete in the future. 

This merger will solve the merging bank’s manage- 
ment succession problem. It will benefit the Salem 
banking market by introducing a larger bank more 
capable of serving the area’s banking needs for larger 
loans. 

The merger will not adversely affect competition. 
The resulting bank will be more capable of competing 
with the larger Massachusetts-based banks dominating 
the Salem market. In Nashua, the addition of the 
merging institution to the charter bank should not 
significantly affect the local banking structure. The 
merging banks do not compete since their service areas, 
though contiguous, do not overlap. Finally, none of 
the charter bank’s affiliates are near enough to the 
merging bank to compete. 

Considered in the light of the statutor}' criteria, this 
merger is judged to be in the public interest and is, 
therefore, approved. 

July 7, 1969. 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Nashua Bank and Salem Trust are located in con- 
tiguous Hillsborough and Rockingham counties in 
southern New Hampshire. 

Salem Trust is appro.ximately 15 miles east of the 
closest office of Nashua Bank, in Hudson. However, 
documents submitted by Nashua Bank indicate that 
both Nashua Bank and the First National Bank of 
Derry, with which Nashua Bank is affiliated through 
New Hampshire Bankshares, Inc., a registered bank 
holding company, derive some business from Salem 
Trust’s service area. While existing highways would 
appear to make banks in northern Massachusetts more 
convenient to the Salem area than is Nashua Bank, 
these same highways connect Salem to the nearby town 
of Derry, where the First National Bank of Derry is 
located. 

Under New Hampshire law, Nashua Bank and Sa- 
lem Trust are potential competitors in certain areas. 
In view of the extensive growth being experienced by 
these areas, elimination of this potential competition 
might adversely effect the development of a competi- 
tive banking market in the area to match its growth. 

New Hampshire Bankshares, Inc., presently controls 
41 percent of total commercial bank deposits in Rock- 
ingham County; the proposed merger will increase this 
share by about 4 percent. New Hampshire Bankshares 
also controls about 25 percent of total commercial 
bank deposits in contiguous Hillsborough County. 

Since the proposed merger would eliminate some 
existing direct competition and the potential for 
greater competition between Salem Trust and Nashua 
Bank and its affiliates, and would further entrench the 
dominant position of Nashua Bank’s parent holding 
company in the southernmost counties of New Hamp- 
shire, ^ve conclude that it would have an adverse effect 
on competition. 


* * » 


The Laconia National Bank, Laconia, N.H., and The Peoples National Bank of Laconia, Laconia, N.H. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets \ 

In 

i To be 



Operation 

operated 

The Laconia National Bank, Laconia, N.H. (1645), with ! 

$10, 230, 759 

2 

\ 

and The Peoples National Bank of Laconia, Laconia, N.H. (4037), which had. . . 
merged Aug. 15, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (4037) and title “Laconia 

7, 694, 704 

3 


Peoples National Bank & Trust Company.” The merged bank at date of merger 
had 

17, 810, 655 


4 


! 


83 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stiouisfed.org/ 

Federai Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



comptroller’s decision 

On March 24, 1969, The Laconia National Bank, 
Laconia, N.H., and The Peoples National Bank of La- 
conia, Laconia, N.H., applied to the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
under the charter of the latter and with the title of 
“Laconia Peoples National Bank & Trust Company.” 

The Peoples National Bank of Laconia, with IPC 
deposits of almost $5 million, was chartered in 1889. 
It has one branch, a drive-up facility, located on Main 
Street, directly across from its head office. It will be 
relocc.ted to make way for an urban renewal program. 

The Laconia National Bank, with IPC deposits of 
$7.1 million, was originally chartered in 1965. Its main 
office is also on Main Street, just a few hundred feet 
from the main oflSce of the charter bank. Urban re- 
newal is also expected to take over this bank’s main 
office. It operates one branch in the Weirs Beach area, 
about 7 miles north. This branch is open only from 
mid-June through October to serve the recreational 
and seasonal businesses which operate in the immedi- 
ate locale. Off-season activity here is virtually non- 
existent. 

Both banks serve the town of Laconia and surround- 
ing territory. The present population of Laconia is 
about 16,000 while the surrounding trade area of 
about 20 communities has a population approaching 
50,000. Laconia is located in the center of the State 
and is the county seat for Belknap County. The econ- 
omy of the area is industrial and consists principally 
of the manufacture of textiles and textile machinery 
and the production of paper and lumber. Tourism is 
important with t'ne presence of ski areas and summer 
resort activity. 

The merging banks are two of five financial insti- 
tutions located in downtown Laconia. The others are 
the City Savings Bank, with deposits of $7.7 million; 
Laconia Federal Savings & Loan Association, with 
deposits of $9.4 million; and the Laconia Savings 
Bank, the largest institution in town, with deposits of 
$35. f* million. Another local bank is the Lakeport 
National Bank, located 1.5 miles north of the down- 
town area, which has deposits of $6.3 million. Other 
commercial banks located within, and on, the periph- 
ery of the overall service area also compete. Strong 
comjietition for these banks originates from the larger 
banks to the south, based in Manchester, Concord, 
and Nashua, which advertise locally and attempt to 
ser/e the larger businesses in the area. Personal finance 
comjianies operate in the area and provide additional 
competition. 
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The merger will assist the banks in solving the office 
space problems caused by urban renewal programs. 
In addition, the merger will strengthen management 
and enable the resulting institution to be more effec- 
tive in attracting management and other personnel 
than either bank operating separately is able to do. 
Although both banks offer trust services, the merger 
is expected to enable the resulting bank to expand 
and strengthen those services. To this end it will be 
feasible for the larger resulting institution to hire an 
experienced full-time trust officer. The normal econo- 
mies of scale which a larger institution can effect will 
be available and will contribute to better service at 
lower cost. 

The Peoples National Bank has been a tenant of 
the community’s largest financial institution, the La- 
conia Savings Bank. A condition of such relationship 
has been the former’s agreement not to solicit time 
deposits. The merger will enable this bank to over- 
come this restriction with the resulting bank able to 
offer stronger competition to this much larger savings 
institution. The resulting bank will also be in a better 
position to meet any competitive threats in the com- 
munity from larger banks based in Concord, Man- 
chester, and Nashua. With respect to other smaller 
institutions which compete, it is believed that future 
economic groivth will enable them to profit and grow 
along with the resulting bank. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, this 
merger is judged to be in the public interest and is, 
therefore, approved. 

May 27, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The head offices of the merging banks are both 
located in the center of the Laconia business district. 
There are a substantial number of common deposit and 
loan accounts. Therefore, it would appear that this 
merger will eliminate substantial direct competition 
between the merging banks. 

All offices of the participating banks are located in 
Belknap County. As of June 30, 1968, Laconia Na- 
tional held the largest share, approximately 32 per- 
cent, of total deposits in this county, while Peoples 
National held the second largest share, approximately 
27 percent, of such deposits. Their combined share of 
these deposits would have been about 59 percent, more 
than twice as large as that of the next largest com- 
mercial bank. 

These substantial concentration figures probably 
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understate the competitive effects of this merger, for 
competition between the merging banks would appear 
to be most direct in Laconia itself, where there are 
no commercial banking alternatives. The only other 
bank within a radius of 5 miles of Laconia is smaller 
than either of the participating banks. The proposed 
merger would combine the only competitive alterna- 


tiv'es in Laconia, and would tend to deter the develop- 
ment of a m.ore competitive commercial banking 
structure in that community. 

Since this merger would combine two direct com- 
petitors with substantial shares of the relevant local 
market, we believe that it would have a serious effect 
on competition therein. 


* * * 


Virginia National Bank, Norfolk, Va., and Commonwealth National Bank of Arlington, Arlington, Va. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

\ 

In j To be 

operation I operated 

Commonwealth National Bank of Arlington, Arlington, Va. (15146), with 

and Virginia National Bank, Norfolk, Va. (9885), which had 

merged Aug. 15, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (9885). The 

$34, 777, 218 
817,246, 421 

851,531,017 

11 

79 

90 




comptroller’s decision 

On April 14, 1969, the Commonwealth National 
Bank of Arlington, Arlington, Va., and the Virginia 
National Bank, Norfolk, Va., applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge under 
the charter and with the title of the latter. 

The charter bank, the Virginia National Bank, with 
I PC deposits of $620 million, operates 78 offices in 
the southern and central parts of Virginia. Although 
it is the largest independent bank in the State, it oper- 
ates in onh,' one of tiie six largest metropolitan areas of 
Virginia, and it is barred by the State branching law 
from establishing de novo branches in the other five 
metropolitan markets. 

The merging bank, with IPG deposits of S22 million, 
maintains its head office, and three branches, in .\rling- 
ton Comity and operates one branch in Falls Church. 
It has obtained approval to open four additional 
branches in Arlington County, two in the city of 
Ale.xandria and one in Falls Church. This bank is 
located within the Washington Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Area. 

T'ho applicant banks do not compete with each 
other. Their closest offices are 90 miles apart, and State 
law prevents both banks from branching in tiie inter- 
vening area. 

Consummation of the proposal vrill bring an addi- 
tional full-service competitor into the Washington- 
Northern Virginia banking market, largely comprised 
of the 'iV’ashintrton Standard Ivletropolitan Statistical 


Area, which is the fastest growing urban area in the 
country. It also has the highest family income and 
per capita income in the Nation. Its per capita bank 
deposits, however, are below the national average. 

In 1960, the District’s share of the standard metro^ 
politan statistical area population was the largest seg- 
ment. At tire end of 1967, however, both the Maryland 
and the Virginia segments were larger than the Dis- 
trict’s. The Northern Virginia area is expected to con- 
tinue to expand rapidly, particularly since nearly 
two-thirds of the land included in the standard metro- 
politan statistical area is located in Virginia. 

In this mushrooming economy, the merging bank is 
the smallest independent bank in a market dominated 
by holding company banks. The merging bank’s lack 
of size prevents continuing effective competition in the 
face of banking systems having access to new capital 
and the management resources needed to expand and 
diversify. The bank has only 0.3 percent of the total 
deposits of tlie 75 banks in the area. 

The large banks presently operating in the Washing- 
ton area include all of the District of Columbia banks, 
the five largest Maryland banks, and members of five 
Virginia-based registered bank holding companies. 
Consummation of the proposal is the only method 
allowed by law to bring Virginia’s largest independent 
bank into its largest banking market and to bring a 
sizable new competitor into this area of dynamic growth 
with only a very minimal increase in the concentration 
of the State’s banking resources. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposal, it is 
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concluded that the merger is in the public interest. The 
merger is, therefore, approved. 

July 7, 1969. 

SIFMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

VNB’s closest office to the Arlington area is some 
90 miles away. There are many intervening banks. 
VNB, however, does have a few deposits and makes a 
few loans in the Greater Washington Area. Common- 
wealth does not do any business in the areas served by 
VNB. Hence, the actual competition eliminated by this 
merger will not be significant. 

In Virginia, a bank may not branch de novo outside 
its headquarters, city or county, and limited contig- 
uous territories. It may, however, effect entry anywhere 
else in the State by merger with an existing bank. But 


no new branches will be authorized after the merger 
except in the area of the bank’s headquarters. As a 
result, many of the State’s largest banking corporations, 
other than VNB, have expanded by use of the holding 
company device. 

Commonwealth is among the newer and smaller 
banks located in the Arlington area. With $20.5 mil- 
lion of total deposits, it is the ninth largest banking 
organization in terms of operations in the area, i.e., if 
the banks owned by holding companies are counted as 
single organizations. Its share of the Arlington area 
deposits is 3.3 percent while four holding companies 
control around 75 percent of deposits in the same area. 

In view of the acquired bank’s size and relatively 
modest market position in the Arlington area, we con- 
clude that the proposed merger is not likely to have 
any significantly adverse effect on competition. 

* 


The National State Bank, Elizabeth, N.J., and First Bank and Trust Company, N.A., Fords, N.J. 


Name oj bank and type oj transaction 

1 

! 

1 

! 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

First Bank and Trust Company, National Association, Fords, N.J. (15255), with. . 

$112,931,942 

237,966,511 

350, 286, 259 

10 

18 



consolidated Aug. 18, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (1436). The 

28 




comptroller’s decision 

On March 28, 1969, The National State Bank, Eliz- 
abeth. N.J., with IPC deposits of $191.8 million, and 
the First Bank and Trust Company, National Associa- 
tion, Fords, N.J., with IPC deposits of $94 million, 
applied to the Office of the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to consolidate under the charter 
of the former and with the title of “The National 
State Bank, Elizabeth, N.J.” 

Union County, the home of the charter bank and its 
1 3 branches in nine different municipalities, is situated 
in northeast New Jersey, just west of New York City. 
The county, whose population is estimated to be 
575,200, derives much of its economic stimulus from its 
relationship to New York City. Currently the county 
can count over 100 large concerns; its employment is 
stable, and for years it has been one of the top 10 
counties in the United States with respect to annual 
per capita income. The cities and towns in Union 
County have been described as bedroom communities 
for New York City. With the present industrial ex- 
pansion underway in New Jersey, the New Jersey 

86 


communities are asserting their economic inde- 
pendence and activity. 

The county has excellent transportation facilities, 
being served by Newark Airport, which is undergoing 
a $200 million expansion program; the Port of New 
York Authority’s Elizabeth Marine Terminal, which in 
1967 handled 30 percent of all the foreign cargo moved 
through the New York-New Jersey Port; train facili- 
ties; and an excellent road system, including the 
Garden State Parkway, the New Jersey Turnpike, and 
interstate highways 82 and 278. 

Middlesex County, the location of the consolidating 
bank with its main office in Fords, N.J., and its eight 
branches located in four different municipalities, has a 
population of 578,000. Middlesex County, which is di- 
rectly south of Union County, boasts much industrial 
and residential development. This county is still ex- 
periencing the transition from agriculture to industry', 
and much room remains for further development. 
There are 75 large business concerns located in 
the county. Among the firms that now employ more 
than 2,000 workers are Ford, Western Electric, Squibb, 
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Du Pont, RCA, A.T. & T., McCalls Magazine, and 
International Business Machines. Rutgers University, 
New Brunswick, N.J., the largest State university, is 
undergoing a big expansion program in its science and 
medical centers. 

The charter bank, incorporated in 1812, converted 
to National bank status in 1865, and has total assets 
of $242.4 million. It is the largest bank in Union 
County, and is a sound, well-capitalized, and aggressive 
institution. The consolidating bank, incorporated in 
1937, converted into a National bank association in 
1964, and has total assets of $116.3 million as of 
December 31, 1968, making it the largest bank in 
Middlesex County. President Roosevelt, who is also 
president of the charter bank, divides his time between 
these institutions, as both are affiliated through com- 
mon ownership of a majority of stock. 

The proposed merger will not be adverse to the ex- 
isting banking structure. At present there are 32 com- 
mercial banks, with 114 branches, in Union and 
Middlesex counties and 22 of these offices will be 
operated by the resulting bank. Although the two 
banks are the largest in their respective counties, one 
must consider the consolidation in light of the recently 
enacted New Jersey banking law which has divided 
New Jersey into three banking districts, putting the two 
applicant banks into the Central Banking District. In 
this district, as of December 31, 1968, there were 68 
commercial banks with 218 branches, 66 savings and 
loan institutions, and 10 savings banks with 14 
branches. These financial institutions have aggregate 
deposits in excess of $4.43 billion, and total loans 
exceeding $2.98 billion. Comparing the resulting bank’s 
total deposits of $315 million, and total loans of $200 
million, to the balance of the banking district, it has 
only 7.2 percent of the total deposits and 6.7 percent 
of the total loans. 

In addition to competition from banks, the result- 


ing institution can expect to compete with insurance 
companies for mortgage loans and credit unions, 
finance companies, and factoring companies for ordi- 
nary credit needs. Due to the proximity of the banking 
houses of New York City to the Central Banking Dis- 
trict in New Jersey, there is appreciable competition 
vying for the increasing money demands of New' Jersey 
borrowers. 

There is no significant competition between the ap- 
plicant institutions. Only in the vicinity of Rahway and 
Avenel, N.J., do the respective service areas overlap. 
Because the banks are affiliated through a majority of 
stock being owned by the same persons, by operating 
under the same president, and in following the same 
banking policies, the banks have purposely not at- 
tempted to compete. 

Consolidation of the two institutions will inure 
to the advantage of the community. The lend- 
ing capacity of the resulting bank will be increased to 
$2 million, thereby eliminating many loan participa- 
tions with other banks. Also, consolidation will give the 
bank greater depth in its management and improve 
internal efficiency and public service. 

Applying statutory criteria to the proposed consoli- 
dation, we find it is in the public interest and the appli- 
cation is, therefore, approved. 

July 17, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

First Bank and Trust Company, N.A., operates its 
principal office and eight branches in Middlesex 
County. The National State Bank operates its principal 
office and 13 branches in Union County. 

A majority of the stock of each of the two banks has 
been commonly owned for 30 years. Therefore, it is 
unlikely that the proposed consolidation will eliminate 
any effectiv'e existing or potential competition. 


* * 

First National Bank of E.vstern North Carolina, Jacksonville, N.C., and Home Bank and Trust Company, Henderson- 
ville, N.C. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and tvpe of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

To be 



operation 

operated 

Home Bank and Trust Company, Hendersonville, N.C., with 

and First National Bank of Eastern North Carolina, Jacksonville, N.C. (14676), 

$4, 231, 157 

2 



99,517, 766 

26 


merged Aug. 29, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (14676). The 

28 

103, 748, 922 
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comptroller’s decision 

On ^Vpril 24, 1969, Home Bank and Trust Company, 
Hendersonville, N.C., and First National Bank of East- 
ern North Carolina, Jacksonville, N.C., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for pennission to merge 
under the charter and with the title of the latter. 

The charter bank, with IPC deposits of $70 million, 
operates 25 offices in 18 communities, primarily in 
the eastern portion of North Carolina. It holds some 
13.4 percent of total deposits in the 14 counties in 
which it now has offices. The bank’s service area is 
primarily dependent upon an agricultural economy, 
balanced by large military installations and increasing 
industrialization. Generally, economic condidons in the 
primaiy service area of the charter bank show a higher 
volatility than elsewhere in North Carolina, for local 
tobacco production is declining and military installa- 
tions are subject to rapid budgetary shifts. 

Hendersonville, N.C., is the site of the main office 
and sole branch of the merging bank. The county seat 
of the 36,000 population Henderson County, Hender- 
sonville, is situated in the midst of a diversified and 
stable economy dominated by resort activities, agricul- 
ture, and new industry whose future growth prospects 
are favorable. 

The: merging Home Bank and Trust Company was 
organized October 11, 1967, and has grown rapidly 
during its short existence. It now holds IPC deposits 
of $2.5 million. 

There is no present competition between the merg- 
ing and charter banks. The closest branch of the 
charter bank to Home Bank and Trust Company is 
100 miles distant, over mountainous terrain, and the 
likelihood of the charter bank’s establishing a de novo 
branch in Hendersonville is minimal. After consum- 


mation of this merger, less than 0.1 percent would be 
added to the charter bank’s share of 1.4 percent of 
total bank deposits in the State, and its current rank 
of 11th, among the State’s 120 banks, would be 
unchanged. 

By replacing the merging bank with an office of an 
out-of -county institution, the merger would not result 
in the elimination of any alternative banking source in 
Henderson County. Home Bank’s competitors have 
been the third and fifth largest banks in North Caro- 
lina and the merger may serve to increase effective 
competition in Henderson County. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, 
this merger is deemed to be in the public interest. It is, 
therefore, approved. 

July 29, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Home Bank operates two offices in Hendersonville, 
Henderson County, in western North Carolina. First 
National’s only office in the western part of North 
Carolina is located in Boone, Watauga County, more 
than 115 miles northeast of Hendersonville. All of its 
other offices are more than 235 miles from Home 
Bank’s offices. Thus, it does not appear that any sig- 
nificant direct competition will be eliminated by the 
proposed merger. 

North Carolina law permits statewide de novo 
branching; therefore, First National could legally 
branch de novo into the area served by Home Bank. 
However, in view of the distances involved and the 
relative size and competitive position of Home Bank in 
Henderson County, we do not believe that this merger 
would have a substantially adverse effect on potential 
competition. 

* 


First National Bank of Hattiesburg, Hattiesburg, Miss., and First National Bank of Biloxi, Biloxi, Miss. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin 

In 

operation 

? offices 

To be 
operated 


$23, 908, 723 
48, 980, 609 

73, 059, 029 

4 


and First National Bank of Hattiesburg, Hattiesburg, Miss. (5176), which had 

merged Aug. 29, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (5176) and title “First 
Mississippi National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 

5 

9 
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comptroller’s decision 

On December 20, 1968, the First National Bank of 
Biloxi, Biloxi, Miss., and the First National Bank of 
Hattiesburg, Hattiesburg, Miss., applied to the Office 
of the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter of the latter and with the title 
of “First Mississippi National Bank.” A public hearing 
was held on this application in Memphis, Tenn., on 
May 28, 1969. 

The First National Bank of Hattiesburg, the charter 
bank, was established in 1895. It now operates four 
branches and has IPC deposits of $32.3 million. 

For a number of years, the charter bank and Citizens 
Bank of Hattiesburg were the only banks operating in 
Forrest County, tiowever, in 1965 the Southern Na- 
tional Bank opened. This bank has shown remarkable 
growth since its opening so that it is presently a sig- 
nificant competitive force in the county. Competition 
for consumer loan business is also supplied by firmly 
entrenched small loan companies. 

Flattiesburg, the seat of Forrest County, is located in 
the south-central section of Mississippi. The population 
of the city is approximately 39,200, while the county 
population is estimated at 58,700. Hattiesburg is the 
trade and industrial center for southern Mississippi. A 
major source of income is derived from manufacturing 
plants, with a steady employment force of about 10,000. 

The First National Bank of Biloxi, the merging bank, 
was established in 1893 as a State-chartered institution, 
and has operated under a National charter since 1952. 
This bank operates three branches and has IPC de- 
posits of $15.2 million. 

Biloxi, headquarters of the merging bank, is located 
on a narrow peninsula bordered by the Gulf of Mexico, 
Biloxi Bay, and Back Bay. The population of the city 
is approximately 50,000. Harrison County, in which 
Biloxi is located, has an approximate population of 
142,500. This city has an interesting background; 
settled by the French in 1719, it has since flown the 
flags of Spain, England, the West Florida Republic, the 
Confederacy, and the United States. Old W orld charm 
and a mild climate make Biloxi one of the most popular 
resort cities in the South. 

The economy of this area is dependent upon the 
Federal Gos'ernment, tourism, and shrimp- and oyster- 
packing industries. Kessler Air Base, at which approxi- 
mately 16,000 servicemen are stationed, is located with- 
in the city limits of Biloxi. Reliable estimates indicate 
the Defense Department invested more than $0.5 bil- 
lion in constructing this base. The annual payroll gen- 
erated by this facility exceeds $80 million. Biloxi is the 


largest shrimp and oyster port on the coast, with 30 
seafood canneries and a fleet of 1,000 boats. 

The merging bank competes with four other banks 
in Flarrison County, operating 16 banking offices. 
A major competitive force in this area is the Hancock 
Bank, which has total deposits of $62 million, or more 
than one-half of the total deposits of the county. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will not have 
an adverse effect on competition. The home counties 
of the applicant banks are not contiguous, but are 
separated by Stone County. The nearest offices of the 
two banks are approximately 81 road-miles apart, and 
most of the intervening area is occupied by the DeSoto 
National Forest, which acts as a natural barrier to 
competition between the applicant banks. There is no 
evidence that the applicant banks have common de- 
positors or that either bank has any depositors from 
the home county of the other. In Biloxi, consummation 
of the proposed m.erger will introduce a more com- 
petitive force to vie with the much larger banks oper- 
ating there. Consummation of the proposed merger 
will have little effect on the bank structure of 
Hattiesburg. 

The merger will provide the merging institution 
with the youthful, aggressive management which it 
now lacks; a critical management succession problem 
will be alleviated. The merger v;ill make available to 
tlie resulting institution a larger lending limit, and will 
make possible some economics of scale. Present cus- 
tomers of the merging bank will have available in- 
creased services while the trust facilities which the 
merging bank possesses will be expanded and offered 
in both areas where the resulting bank will operate. 
The merger will enable the resulting bank to utilize 
automation to a considerably increased degree. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, this 
merger is judged to be in the public interest and is, 
therefore, approved. 

July 17, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The closest offices of the banks are 81 miles apart; 
there is an extensive national forest and one bank in 
tlie intervening area. Therefore, the merger would not 
appear to eliminate any significant existing direct com- 
petition between the banks. 

As of June 30, 1968, Biloxi Bank held the third 
largest share, or 16 percent, of deposits in Harrison 
County. It is the largest of three banks operating in 
Biloxi. 

Mississippi law would permit Hattiesburg Bank, the 
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largest: bank in Forrest County, to establish de novo 
branches in Biloxi. Hattiesburg Bank is the third 
largest bank legally eligible to branch into Biloxi and 
the largest eligible bank not already operating a branch 
near Biloxi. The Biloxi-Gulfport-Pascagoula area of 


the Mississippi gulf coast has a much higher level of 
economic growth than Forrest County and would be 
a likely place for de novo entry by Hattiesburg Bank. 
Therefore, it appears that the proposed merger would 
have some adverse effect on potential competition. 


Colonial National Bank, Haddonfield, N.J., and The First National Bank of Westville, Westville, N.J. 


Banking offices 


Name oj bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


The First National Bank of Westville, Westville, N.J. (10430), with 

and Colonial National Bank, Haddonfield, N.J. (14457), which had 

merged Sept. 6, 1969, under the charter and title of the latter bank (14457). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


$16, 795, 834 
126, 943, 276 

143, 739, 109 


To be 
operated 


3 

8 


11 


comptroller’s decision 

On May 14, 1969, The First National Bank of West- 
ville, Westville, N.J., and the Colonial National Bank, 
Haddonfield, N.J., applied to this Office for permission 
to merge under the charter and with the title of the 
latter. Both banks are located within the newly desig- 
nated Third Banking District in New Jersey. 

The charter bank, the Colonial National Bank, is 
located in Haddonfield, N.J., and operates eight 
branches in Camden County. The bank, with I PC de- 
posits of $106.5 million, is the third largest bank in the 
county, and the fifth largest bank in the Third Banking 
District. 

Th(; First National Bank of Westville, the merging 
bank, is located in Westville, and operates two 
branches. It has IPC deposits of $13.9 million and is 
the fourth largest bank in Gloucester County. It ranks 
37th in size in the Third Banking District. 

Haddonfield, the home-office city of the charter 
bank, is a community of 14,400 located in Camden 
County, directly across the Delaware River from 
Philadelphia. Although most Haddonfield residents 
work in commercial and industrial enterprises in the 
county, many commute to Philadelphia for 
employment. 

Westville, the headquarters of the merging bank, 
is a community of 6,230, and is located in the north- 
western portion of Gloucester County. Although the 
area contains a growing number of small industries 
and new housing developments, truck farms continue 
to be an important segment of the economy of 
Gloucester County. The town of Westville itself, how- 

90 


ever, is completely developed, both commercially and 
residentially. 

The two banks do not compete with each other at 
all; they have no common borrowers or depositors, 
and other banking offices are located between their 
closest branches. On the other hand, competition 
within the Third Banking District is lively and would 
continue to be so. Twenty-four commercial banks will 
remain in the district. The resulting bank will retain 
its rank in size as the fifth largest in its district and 
would operate only 12 of the 104 banking offices in the 
district. 

The merging bank is faced with a severe manage- 
ment problem. The death of the cashier last year left 
the bank without a full-time expierienced manager. 
The bank has been unable to hire an experienced bank 
officer and its size and lack of prospects for expansion 
have prevented the bank from formulating and imple- 
menting a management succession policy within the 
bank. The merger will obviate this management suc- 
cession problem and will provide the Westville area 
with a bank offering a larger lending limit and a suf- 
ficient range of services to compete with the large 
banks of Camden and Philadelphia. As the merging 
bank does not have trust powers, the resulting bank 
will provide its Westville customers with trust services. 
In addition, the resulting bank will provide a local 
charge account service, presently unavailable to the 
customers of the merging bank. Further, hours of op- 
eration will be extended and full range of consumer 
services will be offered. The strengthening of the West- 
ville Bank will benefit the convenience and needs of its 
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customers, and will increase competition in the West- 
ville area. 

In the light of the statutory criteria, the merger ap- 
pears to be in the public interest. The proposal is, 
therefore, approved. 

July 28, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Colonial, the third largest bank in Camden County, 
proposes merger with Westville Bank, the fourth larg- 
est bank in adjacent Gloucester County. The respec- 
tive head offices of the merging banks are 6 miles 
apart; three of Colonial’s branches are located about 
3.5 miles from Westville Bank’s head office. There 
would appear to be some direct competition between 
the banks which would be eliminated by the proposed 
merger. The four largest banks in the Greater Camden 
Area, designated by the parties as an appropriate mar- 
ket in which to measure the effects of the proposed 
merger, control about 68 percent of deposits located 
therein. Colonial’s present share of about 12 percent 
would be increased by nearly 2 percent after the pro- 
posed merger. These percentages understate the effects 
of the proposed merger, as a number of outlying banks 
in Camden and Gloucester counties do not appear to 
be integral parts of a proper Camden area market. 

Under new New Jersey law. Colonial and Westville 
Bank may be permitted to open branch offices any- 
where in the Third Banking District of New Jersey, 
except in communities subject to home or branch of- 
fice protection (Haddonfield and Westville are pro- 
tected communities) . Due in large part to its recent 
merger activity. Colonial has already become the fifth 
largest of some 74 commercial banks in the Third 
Banking District, where the five largest banks together 
control approximately 42 percent of total deposits in 
commercial banks. Under the new State banking laws. 


with their greatly broadened sphere of permissible 
branching activity, major mergers by the largest banks 
in the district could significantly increase this per- 
centage, and possibly result in ultimate dominance of 
district commercial banking by a few very large bank- 
ing institutions. Such an entrenched market structure 
would, once achieved, tend to be self-perpetuating, 
particularly in the context of continued home and 
branch office protection under State law. 

Major mergers by the largest banks may contribute 
to the development of such a structure by preempting 
competition among a larger number of able district- 
wide competitors. For example, acquisitions of banks 
in or near communities in which the large banks have 
already attained positions of relative dominance not 
only further entrench the large banks in these com- 
munities but also eliminate tlie possibility that the 
acquired banks might become vehicles for entry by 
banking institutions whose entry into the relevant mar- 
kets could have significant procompetitive effects. 
These results are particularly undesirable where home 
and branch office protection laws, such as those of 
New Jersey, restrict de novo entry by such institutions, 
thereby further reducing the possibility of market 
deconcentration. 

Should Colonial be permitted to acquire Westville 
Bank, it would reduce the opportunity for entry into 
the Camden area market by other more distant bank- 
ing institutions in the Third District and by any bank 
holding companies controlling banks in the other bank- 
ing districts. The proposed merger thus clearly involves 
loss of potential competition. 

In view of the elimination of existing and potential 
competition and the increase in concentration in the 
Camden area banking market which will be effected, 
we conclude that the proposed merger would have an 
adverse effect on competition. 


First National Bank & Trust Co., Washington, Pa., and First National Bank, Charleroi, Pa. 




j Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

j 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$9, 741,906 

54, 756,021 

64, 497, 927 

1 


and First National Bank & Trust Co., Washington, Pa., Washington, Pa. (5920), 

9 


merged Sept. 8, 1969, under the charter and tide of the latter bank (5920). The 
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comptroller’s decision 

On May 27, 1969, the First National Bank & Trust 
Go., Washington, Pa., Washington, Pa., and the First 
National Bank, Charleroi, Pa., applied to the Office of 
the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter and with the title of the 
former. 

First National Bank & Trust Co., Washington, Pa., 
the charter bank, was established in 1901 as the First 
National Bank of Fredericktown, Pa. Since 1955, the 
charter bank has expanded aggressively by de novo 
branching, acquisition, and merger. With IPG de- 
posits of $40.5 million, it now operates seven branch 
offices and is about to open an eighth. 

Washington, Pa., the county seat of Washington 
County, had a population of 23,545 in 1960 and served 
a primary trade area population of 86,356 at that 
time. Today, with a trade area population approach- 
ing 100,000, the entire economy is undergoing a 
change. Originally residential, the area, which has 
major interstate highway connections, is being re- 
developed for industrial expansion. In addition, the 
city is the site of Washington and Jefferson College. 

The First National Bank, Charleroi, Pa., with IPG 
deposits of $8.2 million, was chartered in 1934. The 
bank’s operation has been conservative in nature and 
today it operates through a single office. Industrial 
activity in the trade area has been declining for a 
number of years, causing an outward migration of the 
labor force. The sizable pool of manpower reserves in 
the trade area and the extensive river, rail, and high- 
way transportation networks provide incentives for 
industrial growth. 

The distance between the main office of the charter 
bank and the merging bank is approximately 22 miles 
which, until recently, could be traversed only by sec- 
ond class roads. There is no competition between the 
two banks. There are no common borrowers or de- 
positors, and neither bank has deposits or loans origi- 
nating in the other’s service area. 

Approval of the merger will not tend to create un- 
due concentration. The charter bank competes with 
seven branches of the major Pittsburgh banks in the 
Washington area. The merging bank competes directly 
widi two branch offices of Pittsburgh banks in Char- 
leroi, and with 15 such branches in its service area. 

Potential competition between the two banks is only 
theoretically possible. Although Pennsylvania law 
would permit each bank to branch into the other’s 

* •* 


service area, the concentration of the larger metro- 
politan banking institutions in Charleroi’s trade area 
would economically preclude the charter bank’s 
branching there. Slow growth and lack of management 
depth preclude the reasonable possibility of the merg- 
ing bank branching into the trade area of the charter 
bank. 

Unlike the merging bank, which has been troubled 
with management problems and inadequacies because 
of its small size and lack of employee benefits, the 
charter bank has an excellent management team. The 
convenience and needs of Charleroi’s banking public 
will be better served, after the merger, through the 
infusion of new and progressive management which 
will compete more vigorously with the large Pittsburgh 
banks in the trade area. Unlike these banks, the 
merged institution will offer trust department services 
to estates under $50,000, and a modern computer 
facility will provide more efficient service. In addition, 
a higher leading limit will enable the resulting bank 
to compete for the business of corporate customers, 
whose business at the present time goes almost exclu- 
sively to the lai^e Pittsburgh banks. 

Having been considered in the light of the statutory 
criteria, this merger is judged to be in the public 
interest and is, therefore, approved. 

August 5, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Both of the participating banks are headquartered 
in Washington County. The closest office of Washing- 
ton Bank to Charleroi Bank is located 10 miles south 
of Charleroi at Brownsville (population 6,000) . There 
are four banks in the intervening area, including 
branches of some of the largest banks in western 
Pennsylvania. Two banks operate offices in Browns- 
ville; three banks operate offices in Charleroi. It does 
not appear that the proposed merger will eliminate 
substantial direct competition between the merging 
banks. 

Pennsylvania law would permit each bank to 
branch de novo into the other’s service areas; the large 
banks headquartered in Pittsburgh can also branch de 
novo into all of the counties served by Washington 
Bank, except Greene County. In view of the size of 
the towns, the competing banks already in these areas, 
and the size and number of the intervening banks, we 
do not believe that this merger would have a signifi- 
cantly adverse effect on potential competition. 

* 
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The Merchants National Bank of Burlington, Burlington, Vt., and First National Bank of Bristol, Bristol, Vt. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

\ 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$3, 303, 109 

28, 904, 021 

32, 919, 347 

1 

5 


and The Merchants National Bank of Burlington, Burlington, Vt. (1197), which 


merged Sept. 9, 1969, under the charter and title of the latter bank (1197). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 

6 

1 




COMPTROLLER S DECISION 

On March 31, 1969, The Merchants National Bank 
of Burlington, Burlington, Vt., and the First National 
Bank of Bristol, Bristol, Vt., applied to the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter and with the title of the former. 

The Merchants National Bank of Burlington, the 
charter bank, was established in 1849, and operates five 
offices in Chittenden County, Vt. This bank, with 
$23.8 million in IPC deposits, is the third largest com- 
mercial bank in Chittenden County. The two largest 
banks in the State, The Chittenden Trust Company 
and the Howard National Bank, are in direct compe- 
tition with the charter bank. 

The First National Bank of Bristol, the merging 
bank, was established in 1902. It operates one office in 
Addison County, 37 miles south of the charter bank’s 
headquarters of Burlington. The merging bank, with 
IPC deposits of $2.8 million, serves the eastern half of 
Addison County, an area with a population of approx- 
imately 5,000. The merging bank competes, in this 
area, with the Chittenden Trust Company branches in 
Vergennes and Middlebury. The Burlington area has 
shown significant economic growth over the past dec- 
ade, while the economic activity in the Bristol area has 
remained constant. 

The Merchants National Bank of Burlington is a 
competitive minded bank, serving a market area with a 
population of approximately 87,000. Management is 
young and progressive with only two of the 14 active 
officers over 47 years of age. The First National Bank 
of Bristol is conservative in all respects; its manage- 

-» 


ment, while capable, is lacking in depth. The legal 
lending limit of the merging bank is $27,500. After the 
proposed merger, the lending capacity available to 
Bristol will be nearly nine times this figure. This merger 
will bring trust services to the Bristol area for the first 
time. 

There is virtually no competition between the appli- 
cant banks, and little likelihood that they would be- 
come competitors in the foreseeable future. However, 
the proposed merger would strengthen the charter 
bank’s ability to compete with The Chittenden Trust 
Company and the Howard National Bank in north- 
west Vermont. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

July 23, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Merchants and Bristol National are about 30 miles 
apart. While each bank has some loan and deposit ac- 
counts originating in the other’s area, it would appear 
that no significant amount of direct competition will 
be eliminated by the proposed merger. 

While applicable State law would permit either 
bank to branch de novo into the sendee area of the 
other, the size of Bristol National would appear to pre- 
clude it as a likely potential entrant into the Burlington 
area. It seems unlikely that Merchants would establish 
a de novo branch in the small community of Bristol. 

We conclude that the proposed merger is unlikely 
to have a significantly adverse effect on competition. 
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Union National Bank in Kansas City, Kansas City, Mo., and The Columbia National Bank of Kansas City, 

Kansas City, Mo. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$55, 316, 901 

50, 827, 857 

103, 114,590 

1 


and The Columbia National Bank of Kansas City, Kansas City, Mo. (11472), 

2 


consolidated Sept. 12, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (11472), and title 
of “Columbia Union National Bank and Trust Company.” The consolidated bank 


2 





comptroller’s decision 

On May 5, 1969, The Columbia National Bank of 
Kansas City, Kansas City, Mo., and the Union Na- 
tional Bank of Kansas City, Kansas City, Mo., applied 
to the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency for 
permission to consolidate under the charter of the 
former and with the title of “Columbia Union Na- 
tional Bank and Trust Company.” 

Both participating banks are located in the down- 
town area of Kansas City, Mo., the heart of the metro- 
politan area which includes four counties in Missouri 
and two in Kansas. The Kansas City Standard Metro- 
politan Statistical Area, with a population estimated 
at 1.1 million, is located at the confluence of the Mis- 
souri and Kansas Rivers, a strategic location that led 
to its early development during the western explora- 
tion and expansion of this country. It has a broad, 
healthy, economic base. A diversity of industries flour- 
ish in the area, which is also considered a major whole- 
saling center, an important retailing center, and a 
transportation center. Kansas City is also a regional 
office for many Federal and State agencies which em- 
ploy substantial numbers of people. 

The prospect for continued growth and develop- 
ment and economic expansion in this area are very 
good. Although the majority of the growth in the Kan- 
sas City area is taking place in the outlying suburban 
areas, the downtown portions of this metropolitan cen- 
ter have escaped the debilitating aspects of urban 
decay. The downtown area is the scene of some new 
building, extensive remodeling, and other signs of 
revitalization. This section of the city is being devel- 
oped as a modern and convenient center for conven- 
tion and sports activities. 

The Columbia National Bank of Kansas City, the 
charter bank, is ninth in size in Kansas City. It has 
experienced slow, steady growth over its 50-year his- 
tory, and can be characterized as a conservative finan- 
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cial institution, although it was the first bank in down- 
town Kansas City to make consumer installment loans. 
The bank is housed in an inadequate, old building. 
The capital of the bank is adequate, but an adverse 
decision in an impending lawsuit would seriously affect 
its capital structure. 

The merging bank, the Union National Bank in 
Kansas City, has a long ultraconservative history. It is 
presently the 10th largest bank in the Kansas City area. 
Since it was chartered in 1933, it has declined in rela- 
tive importance; the total resources of the bank have 
declined from $67 million in 1953 to $54 million in 
1968. During the past year, new owners have tried to 
revitalize the bank. Despite a more liberal loan policy, 
which increased loans in 1968 by $9 million over 1967, 
the new owners have met with little success as far as 
deposit growth is concerned. Many of its new loans, 
however, were not generated in the local area of the 
bank. In addition, the bank at present is heavily over- 
capitalized. 

The applicant banks are located one-half block apart 
in downtown Kansas City. There is, however, surpris- 
ingly little competition between them. While the com- 
bined number of depositors totals 15,000, the banks 
have only 23 individual depositors in common, 19 busi- 
ness depositors in common, 10 country banks in com- 
mon, and 24 time and savings depositors in common. 
The two banks have only 10 common borrowers. Fur- 
ther, the operation of the two banks is dissimilar. Most 
of the deposits and loans in the charter bank are small; 
the bank makes direct installment loans, has a small 
trust department, and maintains a large real estate 
department. The merging bank, on the other hand, 
maintains large deposit accounts, makes large loans, 
obtains installment paper only from dealers, operates 
no real estate department, and has a large and profit- 
able trust department. Another factor tending to mini- 
mize competition between the two banks is the large 
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number of banking offices located in close proximity 
to them; 4 other banks are located within a two- 
block radius, 8 within a four-block radius, and 12 
within a radius of 1 mile. 

The effect of a merger on the banking conditions in 
Kansas City will not be adverse. Presently there are 125 
banks throughout the Kansas City Standard Metro- 
politan Statistical Area. These banks have total assets 
of $3.66 billion. Since both Missouri and Kansas are 
unit banking States, their economic growth has sup- 
ported 30 new banks since 1953. These 30 banks have 
accumulated 12 percent of the total deposits in the 
Kansas City area. In addition, 30 savings and loan 
associations compete aggressively in the area, and now 


hold over $1.5 billion in deposits in their 78 offices. 
Credit unions, sales finance companies, and personal 
loan companies are all flourishing in the area. 

The downtown banks in Kansas City share a prob- 
lem experienced in many major metropolitan areas; 
as the suburban areas expand and flourish, the central 
city suffers a decline in economic importance. The fol- 
lowing tables contrast the growth and deposits of the 
two largest downtown banks on the Missouri side and 
the two largest banks on the Kansas side of the city with 
the deposit growth of the five largest suburban banks 
in the standard metropolitan statistical area. The dif- 
ference in the overall growth rate patterns is readily 
apparent: 


DoivrUoivn Banks 


Commerce Trust 

First National 

City National 

Commercial National. . 
Security National 

*Merger involved. 


Suburban Banks 


First National Bank of Independence, Mo 

Plaza Bank of Commerce 

Johnson County National 

Mission State 

Southgate 

fBank organized in 1956. 


1968 

1953 


Deposits 

Percent 
of total 

Deposits 

Percent 
of total 

Percent 
of growth 
1953-68 

$610, 061 

18. 59 

$441, 452 

26. 84 

38. 1 

389, 099 
348, 665 

11.85 

271,217 

16.49 

43.5 

10.62 

202, 621 

12. 32 

72. 1 

100, 740 

3. 07 

46, 268 

2.81 

117. 7 

89, 909 

2. 74 

36,464 

2. 22 

*146. 6 


Percent of 


Deposits, 

Deposits, 

growth 

1968 

1953 

1953-68 

$39, 290 

$10, 768 

264. 88 

46, 286 

22, 437 

106. 29 

46, 352 

6,508 

612. 23 

37, 257 

10,244 

263. 70 

35, 593 

(t) 



The applicant banks, feeling the impact of this decline, 
believe that the consolidation of the two banks will 
provide sufficient capital and resources to offer special- 
ized services to businesses and industries located in their 
service area to insure continued growth. These services 
will consist of a complete data processing center, an 
international department, a travel agency, and leas- 
ing services, which neither bank presently offers in a 
manner that meets its customers’ needs. The combined 
strengths of these dissimilar banks will result in a bank 
with no apparent weaknesses, and with sufficient 
capabilities to enable it to serve its customers with 
modern and specialized skill. 

The benefits of the consolidation will occur with 
no anticompetitive effects. The merging bank presently 
has 1.37 percent of the area deposits and 1.29 percent 
of the loans. The charter bank has 1 .53 percent of the 
deposits in the area, and 1.34 percent of the loans. 
The resulting bank will hold 2.90 percent of the 
deposits and 2.63 percent of the loans. This small 
increase in the concentration of banking resources is 


insignificant when it is noted that 124 banks will remain 
in the standard metropolitan statistical area and that 
much larger banks, particularly Commerce Trust Com- 
pany, First National Bank of Kansas City, and City 
National Bank and Trust Company, all of which are 
located in Kansas City, Mo., offer intense competition 
to the applicant banks in their downtown service area. 

In the light of the statutory' criteria, the proposal 
appears to be in the public interest. The consolidation 
is, therefore, approved. 

August 4, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Since the consolidation in this case is between two 
banks doing business on opposite sides of the same 
street in the heart of the downtown business area of 
Kansas City, Mo., this merger will result in the elimina- 
tion of direct competition. However, the area is 
dominated by three banks much larger in size than 
either of the consolidating banks. The consolidated 
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bank, with combined deposits of $95,379 million, as of 
December 31, 1968, would rank fourth in this market. 
Seven other banks would also serve the area. However, 
the effect of the merger would be to reduce competition. 

As of December 31, 1968, the “Big Three” Kansas 
City, Mo., banks controlled 78.1 percent of the deposits 
in the area. As of the same date the fourth largest 
bank in the area held 4.7 percent of the deposits. The 
merging banks rank seventh and eighth in the area 


with less than 3 percent of area deposits each. After the 
proposed consolidation, the merged bank will rank 
fourth and would hold 5.5 percent of the deposits, an 
increase of less thsm 1 percent in the concentration of 
deposits held by the four latest banks. 

Since the proposed consolidation will have the effect 
of increasing concentration in a highly concentrated 
market, and will eliminate direct competition it is 
likely to have an adverse effect on competition. 

* 


First National State Bank of New Jersey, Newark, N.J., and Suburban Bank of Livingston, N.A., Livingston, N.J. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin, 

In 

operation 

? offices 

To be 
operated 

Suburban Bank of Livingston, National Association, Livingston, N.J. (15603), 

$13, 313, 396 

881,679,138 
894, 992, 534 

1 


was purchased Sept. 15, 1969, by First National State Bank of New Jersey, 

28 


After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 

29 


comptroller’s decision 

On May 6, 1969, the First National State Bank of 
New Jersey, Newark, N.J., applied to the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to purchase the assets 
and assume the liabilities of the Suburban Bank of 
Livingston, National Association, Livingston, N.J., 
under the charter and with the title of the former. 

First National State Bank of New Jersey, Newark, 
N.J., with IPC deposits of $678.2 million, was incor- 
porated in 1812 as a State bank, and converted to a 
National charter in 1865. The bank operates 27 
branches in six of the 22 municipalities in Essex 
County. The population of Essex County is estimated 
at nearly 1 million people, of which approximately 400,- 
000 reside in Newark. The market area of the bank 
includes Essex County and five contiguous counties 
with a combined population of nearly 4 million. In re- 
cent years, there has been some shift of population 
from Newark to the western portions of Essex County. 
This area is highly industrialized with many of the 
Nation’s largest industrial and manufacturing corpo- 
rations operating here. The Port of Newark and 
Newark Airport make important contributions to the 
economy of the area and provide employment for sub- 
stantial numbers of people. In addition, the portions of 
this area adjacent to New York City serve as bedroom 
communities for persons employed in the city. 

The Suburban Bank of Livingston, National Associ- 


ation, Livingston, N.J., with IPC deposits of $11.1 
million, was chartered in 1963 as a State bank, and 
converted to a National charter in 1966. The selling 
bank has two approved but unopened branches. Liv- 
ingston, located approximately 4 miles west of Newark 
in the west-central section of Essex County, has experi- 
enced rapid economic and population growth in recent 
years. 

The proposed transaction would have no adverse 
effect on competition. The highly developed economic 
character and dense population of the participating 
banks’ service area and the large number of competing 
banking institutions preclude the development of ef- 
fective competition between the banks. In addition, 
the New Jersey home office protection statutes pre- 
clude the acquiring bank from branching into Living- 
ston. The addition of the deposits of the selling bank 
to those of the acquiring bank will not significantly in- 
crease the size of the resulting bank; the presence of 
the charter bank in the fast growing Livingston area 
will, however, have a stimulating effect on competi- 
tion, When the transaction is consummated, the buy- 
ing bank will continue to face intense competition, not 
only from local banks, but also from the large banks 
based in New York City. The Fidelity Union Trust 
Company and the National Newark and Essex Bank, 
each with headquarters in Newark and extensive 
branch office systems, have total resources in excess of 
$650 million, and both compete in this area. The How- 


96 

Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stiouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



ard Savings Institution, Newark, N.J., with total re- 
sources of $840 million, is also in competition with 
the participating banks. Additional intense competi- 
tion is felt, especially for commercial banking business, 
from the large New York-based banks, many of which 
dwarf the charter bank. Further competition derives 
from 84 other commercial banks, with a total of 341 
offices; 15 savings banks, with 45 offices; and 148 sav- 
ings and loan associations, as well as numerous offices 
of finance companies and credit unions. 

When the transaction is approved, the banking pub- 
lic in the Livingston area will benefit from the ex- 
panded banking services which will be available to 
them in this growing area. The larger lending limit, 
the trust and investment advisory services, the elec- 
tronic data processing services, and the financial and 
economic expertise of the buying bank will be made 
available to the selling bank’s existing customers. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we find that this pur- 
chase of assets and assumption of liabilities is in the 
public interest and the application is, therefore, 
approved. 

August 15, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY .ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Suburban presently operates its only office in Living- 
ston, Essex County. First National’s closest office is 
some 4 miles distant in Caldwell. Several other banks 


maintain offices near Livingston. Under New Jersey 
law. First National is prohibited from opening branch 
offices in Livingston. 

Although First National has no office in Livingston, 
it draws substantial deposits from the Livingston area. 
Therefore, we conclude that the proposed merger 
would eliminate substantial direct competition. 

We do not view ownership of Suburban stock by an 
agent of First National nor elements of common man- 
agement as facts which demonstrate that the proposed 
merger will not eliminate competition, inasmuch as 
these developments are results of First National’s 
earlier intention to merge with Suburban. The pro- 
posed merger will permanently eliminate the potential 
for increased competition should the arrangements 
that presently exist be terminated at some time in the 
future. 

First National holds the largest share, approximately 
29 percent, of IPC demand deposits in Essex County. 
The three largest commercial banks in Essex County 
hold about 83 percent of such deposits. The proposed 
merger would increase the share of First National by 
about 0.3 percent. 

In view of the substantial direct competition that 
exists between First National and Suburban and the 
increase which would be brought about in First Na- 
tional’s dominant position in the banking markets in 
Essex County, we conclude that the proposed merger 
would have an adverse effect on competition. 


* * « 


First Union National Bank of North Carolina, Charlotte, N.C., and The Peoples Bank, Roxboro, N.C., and The Bank 

OP Franklin, Franklin, N.C. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$12,482,311 
20, 243, 597 

963, 788, 389 

996, 776, 328 

3 



3 


and First Union National Bank of North Carolina, Charlotte, N.C. (15650), which 

127 


merged Sept. 15, 1969, under the charter and tide of the latter bank (15650). The 

133 




comptroller’s decision 

On April 28, 1969, First Union National Bank of 
North Carolina, Charlotte, N.C., applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge with 
The Bank of Franklin, Franklin, N.C., and The 
Peoples Bank, Roxboro, N.C., under the charter and 


with the title of “First Union National Bank of North 
Carolina.” 

First Union National Bank of North Carolina, the 
charter bank, is headquartered in Charlotte, N.C. It 
operates under a charter originally granted to Queen 
City National Bank on May 4, 1968. Prior to the 
merger with the Queen City National Bank, the char- 
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ter bank operated under an original charter granted 
The Llnion National Bank of Charlotte on Tune 2, 
1908. 

The charter bank operates 122 offices in 59 com- 
munities, scattered widely throughout 34 of the State’s 
100 counties. As of December 31, 1968, it had IPC de- 
posits of $688.9 million, ranking third in size in the 
State. The market area of the charter bank is consid- 
ered to be the entire State of North Carolina. Its major 
competitors are the two largest banks in the State, 
Wachovia Bank and Trust Company, with deposits of 
$1.3 billion, and North Carolina National Bank, with 
deposits of $1.1 billion. As a functionally integrated 
financial organization, the charter bank provides 
sophisticated financial services in its highly competitive 
market area. 

The Bank of Franklin, one of the merging banks, 
was established in 1903. It is a State-chartered insti- 
tution, serving the counties of Macon and Cherokee 
in the extreme western end of the State. This merging 
bank, with total deposits of $9.6 million, operates its 
headquarters in the town of Franklin, with a popula- 
tion of 2,200, and a recently opened branch 50 miles 
west, in the town of Murphy, with the same approxi- 
mate population. Throughout its recent history, the 
Bank of Franklin has been operated along conserva- 
tive lines. The chief executive officer of the bank is 78 
years of age and no provision for management succes- 
sion has been made. 

Economic indicators in the two counties served by 
the Bank of Franklin are generally unfavorable. Both 
Macon and Cherokee counties have declined in popu- 
lation since 1950. The unemployment rate exceeds the 
State level, and per capita income is below the State 
average. 

The Peoples Bank in Roxboro, the other merging 
bank, is a State-chartered institution located in Person 
Coimty in the north-central section of the State. This 
bank, organized in 1891, has IPC deposits of $15.5 
million, and operates two branches within the city of 
Roxboro. The management of this bank is also ad- 
vanced in age; the bank’s future is somewhat uncer- 
tain because of a lack of provision for management 
succession. 

The market area of this merging bank is Person 
County which has an area of 400 square miles and a 
1960 population of 26,400. The economy of Person 
County is equally dependent on agriculture and indus- 
try. Tobacco is the principal farm crop, while manu- 
facturing is concentrated in textiles. Although indus- 
trial employment has increased in recent years, wages 
remain low. Economic barometers such as population 
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growth, per capita income, and unemployment rate 
indicate that Person County has not kept pace with 
State averages. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will not de- 
crease competition, nor will it result in an appreciable 
increase in banking concentration in North Carolina. 
Throughout the State, the charter bank faces formid- 
able competition from statewide and regional branch 
systems. At present, the charter bank ranks third in 
size among the banks in the State. The two largest 
banks are Wachovia Bank and Trust Company, with 
deposits of $1.3 billion, and North Carolina National 
Bank, with deposits of $1.1 billion. Numerous other 
commercial banks, savings and loan associations, and 
insurance companies combine to keep the banking 
structure throughout the State diffuse. 

There is no significant amount of competition be- 
tween the charter bank and the merging banks. Al- 
though the charter bank operates an office 20 miles to 
the south of Franklin, in the town of Highlands, vir- 
tually no competition exists between the two because of 
an intervening mountain barrier. Surveys of various 
services offered by the Bank of Franklin indicate that, 
in most instances, less than 2.5 percent of this merging 
bank’s customers live in the market area of the charter 
bank’s office in Highlands. Competition between the 
Peoples Bank and the charter bank’s closest branch, 
30 miles south in Durham, is also minimal. A survey 
and sampling of the deposits and loans of this merging 
bank and the Durham branch of the charter bank in- 
dicate no appreciable competition between the two 
institutions. 

North Carolina State law would not prohibit the 
charter bank from opening de novo offices in the mar- 
ket area of either participating bank. However, neither 
the present economic condition, nor the outlook for 
future improvement in either community, is favorable. 
Therefore, while the charter bank is permitted by law 
to enter both communities de novo, such entry would 
not appear to be economically feasible in the foresee- 
able future. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will benefit 
the communities served by the merging banks. Both 
The Bank of Franklin and The Peoples Bank face 
urgent problems of management succession. This pro- 
posal offers an acceptable solution to these problems 
without creating an adverse competitive situation, or 
disrupting a healthy banking structure. In addition to 
alleviating the problems of management succession, 
the charter bank will bring, into the communities of 
the merging banks, its highly sophisticated line of 
financial services and greatly increased lending limit. 
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Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest 
and the application is, therefore, approved. 

August 15, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The head office of First Union is 140 miles south- 
west of Peoples Bank. However, the three offices of 
Peoples Bank are some 30 miles north of Durham, 
where First Union operates three branches. There are 
no intervening banks. 

The head office of First Union is 150 miles east of 
The Bank of Franklin. However, First Union operates 
a branch office at Highlands, about 18 miles from 
Franklin. Therefore, it would appear that a limited 
amount of competition will be eliminated by each of 
the proposed mergers. 

Since North Carolina law permits statewide de novo 
branching, these mergers would eliminate the potential 
for increased competition which would result if First 
Union were to establish a de novo branch in Person 
County, where Peoples Bank is located, or in the three- 
county area served by Bank of Franklin. First Union 
is the third largest bank in the State and has the re- 
sources to establish de novo offices in new markets. 


There is some question, however, whether the markets 
served by Peoples and Bank of Franklin can be ex- 
pected to be attractive to new entry. 

The proposed mergers would result in the third 
largest bank in the State acquiring Peoples Bank’s 
dominant market position in Person County, where it 
controls 82 percent of deposits, as well as Bank of 
Franklin’s very substantial position in its market area. 
They, thus, represent further steps in the continuing 
trend of acquisitions and mergers by North Carolina’s 
largest commercial banks. Such acquisitions are par- 
ticularly significant when they eliminate the dominant 
independent competitors in local markets. This acqui- 
sition trend undoubtedly inhibits the development of a 
more competitive banking structure, not only by elimi- 
nating substantial existing competitoirs and those most 
likely to enter new markets by de novo expansion, but 
by foreclosing the creation, through mergers between 
smaller banks operating in separate local markets, of 
banking institutions capable of competing with the 
largest banks for the business of large industrial 
customers. 

We conclude that the acquisition by First Union of 
Peoples Bank and Bank of Franklin would have an 
adverse effect on competition. 


North Carolina National Bank, Charlotte, N.C., and State Bank & Trust Company, Greenville, N.C. 




Banking offices 

Xante of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$22, 464, 008 

1, 230, 880, 392 

1, 252, 782, 980 

3 
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merged Sept. 22, 1969, under charter and title of “North Carolina National 
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comptroller’s decision 

On May 9, 1969, State Bank & Trust Company, 
Greenville, N.C., and North Carolina National Bank, 
Charlotte, N.C., applied to the Office of the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge, under 
the charter and with the title of the latter. 

North Carolina National Bank, the charter bank, 
with IPC deposits of $838 million, is headquartered in 
Charlotte, and operates 83 branches in 24 towns and 
cities scattered across the State, from Polk County in 
the west to Edgecombe County in the east. In addi- 
tion, it has five approved but unopened branches, and 

383 - 814—70 8 


three branch applications pending. It was organized 
in 1933. 

The charter bank’s present trade area coincides 
largely with the principal economic growth area in 
North Carolina, extending in an arc from Charlotte 
to Raleigh, through the industrialized Piedmont region 
of the State. Its principal outlet in eastern North Caro- 
lina is in Wilmington, where extensive economic sup- 
port comes from manufacturing and seaport-related 
activities. The charter bank has been instrumental in 
promoting economic growth and diversification in the 
communities it serves. The population of Charlotte, the 
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head office city of the charter bank, is over 100,000, 
and it is North Carolina’s largest city. 

The charter bank, as a statewide bank, competes with 
most of North Carolina’s largest statewide banks, as 
well as a number of smaller regional and local institu- 
tions. The charter bank, however, does not compete to 
a significant degree with banks in eastern North Caro- 
lina, with the exception of banks located in Wilming- 
ton, its principal area of activity in that section of the 
State. It also competes with a number of other financial 
institutions in the areas of its operation. 

The merging State Bank & Trust Company, with 
IPC deposits of $17.5 million, was organized in 1931. 
It operates its head office and two branches in Green- 
ville. The bank’s earnings, eroded by loan losses, have 
been insufficient to maintain a capital base adequate 
to support an expanding business volume, with the re- 
sult that a capital deficiency has grown steadily more 
pronounced in recent years. In addition, an adverse 
trend is indicated in the quality of the bank’s loan 
portfolio. Because of its loan earnings and the con- 
sequent low salaries it pays, the merging bank has ex- 
perienced difficulty in attracting, and retaining, top 
quality management and other personnel. Although 
the merging bank is a full-service institution, the serv- 
ices which it offers are not broadly developed or 
sophisticated. 

The merging bank’s service area includes not only 
Greenville and its environs, but also all of Pitt County, 
the easternmost county in North Carolina’s coastal 
plain. This area has a population of 27,000. The 
economy of Pitt County is primarily agricultiual, with 
tdbacco, peanuts, com, and cotton the main cash pro- 
ducers, and Greenville, the county seat, acting as the 
major supply and distribution point. East Carolina 
University is located in Greenville, along with about 
20 sizable industries. Vigorous efforts are being made 
to attract additional industry to the area and to secine 
its development. This has been slow because of the 
lack of economic diversification and the emigration 
of workers. 

The merging bank, with two branches and total de- 
posits of $20 million, competes with five branches of 
the $1.6 billion Wachovia Bank and Trust Company, 
N.A., which has Greenville and Pitt County deposits of 
$27.5 million; and with two branches of the $111 mil- 
lion Planters National Bank and Tmst Company, with 
local deposits of $6.4 million. It is one of nine banks, 
with 18 offices, serving Greenville and Pitt County. 
Among the banks competing in the Greenville area, in 
addition to the number one ranked Wachovia bank, 
are the State’s four largest and 10th largest. The merg- 
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ing bank also competes with numerous other financial 
institutions. 

The merger would serve the Greenville area by in- 
troducing the sophisticated and broad ranging services 
which the statewide charter bank offers, in lieu of the 
relatively limited services the merging bank now offers. 
In addition, inadequate lending limit of the merging 
bank will be appreciably increased to meet large loan 
demands. The business development section of the 
charter bank, which has been instrumental in attract- 
ing industry to the State and contributing to the State’s 
economic development, will likewise be available to 
Greenville in its drive for industrial development. The 
large resources and satisfactory salary schedule 
possessed by the charter bank will replace the limited 
resources and unsatisfactory schedules of the merging 
bank, to the benefit of the community through the 
ability to attract and retain top people. 

The merger will have no adverse effect on competi- 
tion. Because the charter bank’s operations are now 
largely confined to the western part of the State, while 
those of State Bank & Trust Company are confined to 
the eastern area, there is little competition between 
them which will be eliminated. Introduction of the 
statewide charter bank, in Greenville, should enhance 
competition with the State’s 1st, 4th, and 10th largest 
banks, which operate there, without adversely af- 
fecting the smaller competitors. In areas where the 
charter bank now operates, the merger will have a 
de minimus effect on competition. Statewide, the 
charter bank’s position as second largest bank will not 
be changed. Potential competition will not be affected 
since the charter bank has concluded that it would be 
economically imfeasible for it to branch in the Green- 
ville area in view of the existing number of banks, and 
the fact that two applications for branches are now 
pending. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the merger is in the public interest. The application is, 
therefore, approved. 

August 21, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The closest office of NCNB is about 28 miles from 
any office of State Bank, with several other banks in 
the intervening area. According to the application, 
deposit overlap statistics are minimal. Therefore, the 
proposed merger would not appear to eliminate any 
significant amount of direct competition between the 
two banks. 
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North Carolina law permits statewide branching. 
Thus, NCNB could be permitted to establish de novo 
branches in Greenville and Pitt County, thereby enter- 
ing into competition with State Bank. Merger with 
State Bank would eliminate NCNB as a potential de 
novo entrant into these markets. 

NCNB is the largest commercial bank eligible to 
enter Greenville and Pitt County generally. NCNB 
has demonstrated aggressive internal expansion by 
opening 29 new branch offices since 1960. Four of 
these de novo branches were opened in communities 
not previously served by NCNB. Therefore, in addi- 
tion to its obvious financial capacity to enter new com- 
munities de novo, NCNB has shown the disposition to 
do so, and must be considered among the most likely 
potential entrants into Pitt County and Greenville. 
The existence of a NCNB branch office in Tarboro, 
some 28 miles north of Greenville, would facilitate 
such de novo entry. 

Nine banks operate 18 banking offices in Pitt County, 
including two of the largest banks in North Carolina, 
Wachovia Bank and Trust Co. (total deposits: $1.3 
billion) and First Citizens Bank and Trust Co. (total 
deposits: $600 million). Three banks — Wachovia, 
State Bank, and Planters National Bank and Trust 
(total deposits; $100 million) — hold about 73 percent 
of county IPC demand deposits. While State Bank 
is smaller than four of its major competitors in Pitt 
County, in terms of total deposits, it holds the sec- 
ond largest share of county IPC demand deposits. 


approximately 22 percent. Three banks operate all 
10 banking offices in Greenville, where State Bank’s 
3 offices hold the second largest share, approximately 
35 percent, of IPG demand deposits. 

By merging with State Bank, NCNB will eliminate 
the largest independent bank in Pitt County and in 
Greenville, and immediately succeed to a leading posi- 
tion in these markets. State Bank has demonstrated 
the ability to successfully compete with banks many 
times its overall size and would appear to be able to 
continue to do so, should NCNB enter Pitt County 
de novo, or through merger with one of the four smaller 
banks therein. 

We would also note that this proposed merger is 
part of a trend toward concentration of bank deposits 
in the largest North Carolina commercial banks. While 
approximately 120 commercial banks operate offices 
in the State, over 65 percent of State deposits are held 
by the five largest banks, including NCNB. Of par- 
ticular significance in this trend is the absorption of 
relatively small banks which nonetheless are among 
the leading competitors in their respective local mar- 
kets, such as State Bank, which is one of the few inde- 
pendent commercial banks of more than $20 million in 
deposits left in the State. Such banks represent a very 
Mgnificant source of future competition for the largest 
North Carolina banks in their respective local markets j 
also, through affiliation with one another, such banks 
could potentially compete with the largest banks for 
the business of larger commercial customers. 


■» « 4f 


The New Carlisle National Bank, New Carlisle, Ohio, and The Guardian Bank, Springfield, Ohio 




Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$23, 904, 646 
24, 341, 639 

43, 028, 467 

3 


and The New Carlisle National Bank, New Carlisle, Ohio (6594), which had .... 
merged Sept. 30, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (6594) and title “The 
Security National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 

4 1 

7 


comptroller’s decision 

On April 28, 1969, The Guardian Bank, Springfield, 
Ohio, and The New Carlisle National Bank, New 
Carlisle, Ohio, applied to the Office of the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter of the latter and with the title “The Security 
National Bank.” 


The charter bank was organized in 1903 under the 
title of The First National Bank, New Carlisle, Ohio. 
In 1930, it merged with the New Carlisle Bank, a State- 
chartered institution, retaining the National charter 
and assuming its present title. 

The charter bank maintains four offices, three of 
which are out-of-town branches located in the western 
part of Clark County, Ohio. This bank has deposits 
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of $16.5 million and total resources of $20.7 million. 
The economy of western Clark County is dependent 
upon nearby Dayton and Wright-Patterson Air Force 
Base, located 12 miles south. 

The Guardian Bank, the merging bank, is head- 
quartered in Springfield, Ohio, the county seat of 
Clark County, approximately 24 miles northeast of 
Dayton. This bank was organized in 1915 as The First 
Morris Plan Industrial Bank, Springfield, Ohio. In 
1946, it adopted its present title and began offering 
full commercial banking services. The Guardian Bank 
operates three offices in Springfield, and has total de- 
posits of $20.1 million. 

Springfield has an estimated population of 85,000. 
It is the location of substantial manufacturing plants 
and it also serves as a retail and service center for 
Clark County. 

The home offices of the merging bank are 13 miles 
apart. The charter bank’s closest branch is its newest 
office in Enon, 8 miles from the nearest Guardian 
office. Although there would appear to be some over- 
lap of the service areas of the applicant banks, a sur- 
vey of individual accounts of each bank indicates that 
of 7,564 accounts in the charter bank, slightly more 
than 2 percent were located in the Springfield area. 
The merging bank’s survey revealed that less than 
2 percent of its 8,261 accounts had addresses in Med- 
way, New Carlisle, or Enon, and none at all in Park 
Layne. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will enable 
the resulting bank to compete effectively vwth the 
larger banks in Dayton and Springfield. The resulting 
bank will be in a position to offer new and improved 
services in the Dayton-Springfield area. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest, and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

August 19, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The home offices of the merging banks are separated 
by 1!5 miles. Carlisle National’s closest branch is its 
newest office in Enon, 8 miles from the nearest 
Guardian office. There are no intervening commercial 


banking alternatives between any of Carlisle National’s 
offices and Guardian’s offices. The nearest Clark 
County banking alternatives for residents of New 
Carlisle, Medway, and Enon are the banks in Spring- 
field; there are somewhat closer banks across the 
county line in Miami, Greene, and Montgomery 
counties. 

The loan portfolios of the merging banks are sub- 
stantially similar, which suggests that, particularly in 
the field of loans to individuals, they are competitors. 

The proposed merger would, therefore, eliminate 
direct competition for both deposits and loans in Clark 
County. 

In 1968, Clark County was served by five banks, 
with 19 offices, controlling $185 million of deposits 
(including IPC demand deposits of $61.2 million). 
The proposed merger would cause an increase in con- 
centration in Clark County. Guardian now controls 
10 percent of total Clark County IPC demand de- 
posits; and Carlisle National controls about 9 percent. 
The merged bank would have a resulting market share 
of 19 percent of IPC demand deposits and about 37 
percent of county banking offices making it the 
county’s largest bank by number of banking offices. 

Moreover, under Ohio law only banks with their 
home office in a county may open branch offices in 
that county. Hence, this merger would remove the 
potential for increased competition in all areas of 
Clark County. It would eliminate the only existing 
potential entrant into the Springfield area, where 
banking is highly concentrated, and it would eliminate 
one of only four potential entrants into the south- 
western area of the county which is presently served 
by only one bank. Furthermore, since Carlisle National 
has opened all three of its branch offices since 1959, 
and Guardian opened a new office in 1964, the merger 
will eliminate two banks with the capacity and experi- 
ence to branch into other areas of the county. 

In view of the substantial increase in concentra- 
tion of control over county deposits, as well as the 
significant reduction in the number of banks able to 
compete throughout Clark County, it is our conclu- 
sion that the proposed merger would have an adverse 
effect on banking competition in the county. 
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Pittsburgh National Bank, Pittsburgh, Pa., and Mount Pleasant State Bank, Mount Pleasant, Pa. 




Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Mount Pleasant State Bank, Mount Pleasant, Pa., Mount Pleasant, Pa., with .... 
was purchased Oct. 18, 1969, by Pittsburgh National Bank, Pittsburgh, Pa. (252), 

$18, 152,000 

1 



1,743,577,000 
1, 761, 729, 000 

82 


After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 

83 


comptroller’s decision 

On May 22, 1969, Pittsburgh National Bank, Pitts- 
burgh Pa., applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to purchase the assets and assume the 
liabilities of Mount Pleasant State Bank, Mount 
Pleasant, Pa., under the charter and with the title of 
the former. 

Pittsburgh National Bank, the purchasing bank, with 
IPC deposits of $1.3 billion, was originally established 
in 1864, and operates 78 banking offices. The geo- 
graphic market area of the charter bank includes a five- 
county area in western Pennsylvania in which Pitts- 
burgh, the home office city of the charter bank and 
Pennsylvania’s second largest city, is located. This five- 
county area includes Allegheny, Beaver, Butler, Wash- 
ington, and Westmoreland counties. The Pittsburgh 
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area had a 1960 
population of about 2.5 million people in an area of 
3,925 square miles. This area is best known for its 
heavy industry, including steelmaking, metal fabrica- 
tion, electrical equipment, heavy machinery, alumi- 
num, and glass manufacturing. In addition, economic 
support is derived from such nonmanufacturing activi- 
ties as retail and wholesale trade, service industries, 
government, and finance. Agriculture is insignificant 
in the area. 

In the five counties in which the charter bank hiis 
offices there are 47 banking institutions, having a total 
of 419 offices, holding total deposits of $6.4 billion. The 
largest of these banks is the Mellon National Bank & 
Trust Company, with total resources of over $4 billion. 
There are also 122 savings and loan associations, nu- 
merous credit unions, 1 mutual savings bank, personal 
loan companies, sales finance companies, and direct 
lending agencies of the Federal Government competing 
in the area. 

Mount Pleasant State Bank, the selling bank, with 
IPG deposits of $15.6 million, is a unit bank organized 
in 1934. Management of this bank is capable, but 


three of the four top executive offices are nearing re- 
tirement age. The Mount Pleasant State Bank does 
not offer the broad array of basic banking services 
which are required to serve adequately all legitimate 
banking needs of the community, nor does it have a 
formal recruitment program or a systematic training 
program. Although the bank has served the small rural 
community in which it is located reasonably well, it 
has been conservative, and probably will not adequately 
contribute to a growing economy or serve the legiti- 
mate banking needs of such an economy. Its lending 
capacity of $100,000 is generally inadequate to meet 
the needs of large business customers. 

The market area of the selling institution is the 
southeastern corner of Westmoreland County and in- 
cludes Mount Pleasant and Scottdale boroughs as well 
Mount Pleasant, East Huntingdon, and Bullskin town- 
ships. The population of this area is estimated at 
34,873. Mount Pleasant, itself, is a rural retail center 
for an area in the foothills of the Allegheny Mountains, 
a relatively isolated locale. In addition to retailing, 
manufacturing contributes to the local economy with 
the manufacture of glassware and electrical machin- 
ery. Chrysler Corp. is building a huge assembly plant 
within 3 miles of Mount Pleasant, which is expected 
to give considerable economic impetus to the area. 

Banking competition in Mount Pleaseuit derives from 
three unit banks, including the selling institution, which 
have total deposits of $38.9 million, and a local office 
of the Gallatin National Bank. Additional competition 
comes from one building and loan association, four 
credit unions, nine sales finance companies, and three 
personal loan companies. 

Consummation of this transaction will benefit the 
Mount Pleasant area significantly by replacing the 
limited services of the selling bank with the broader 
range of services offered by Pittsburgh National Bank. 
The new sendees to be gained will include check credit 
services, charge card services, overdraft privileges, 5 
percent time deposit accounts, income certificates of 
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deposits, personal and corporate trust services, export 
financing, leasing agreements, and clearing services 
for shipping charges. In addition, the greater lending 
limit of the selling bank will be made available to the 
community, white its experience in contributing to the 
economic growth of an area, including its experience 
in advising on and handling municipal bonds, will be 
available. The management succession problem of the 
selling bank will be resolved by the purchasing bank’s 
training program and systematic recruitment policies. 

This transaction will have no adverse competitive 
effect. Because existing offices of the two banks are 
widely separated, they do not compete. The addition of 
the much smaller selling institution will not affect the 
buying institution’s size position in its market area, nor 
appreciably strengthen its competitive position relative 
to its smaller competitors. In the Mount Pleasant area, 
the transaction will stimulate competition, rather than 
hamper it, and will enable all banks to grow and pros- 
per with the anticipated general economic growth, 
which will be stimulated by this proposed transaction. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we conclude that the 
proposal is in the public interest. The application is, 
therefore, approved. 

September 16, 1969. 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The closest office of Pittsburgh National to Mount 
Pleasant Bank is about 15 miles away. According to the 
application, the primary service areas of the merging 
banks do not overlap. Mount Pleasant Bank draws its 
accounts primarily from Mount Pleasant and East 
Huntingdon townships in Westmoreland County, and 
from adjacent Bullskin Township, in Fayette County. 
It would appear that no significant amount of direct 
competition would be eliminated by the proposed 
merger. 

New industrial development in southern Westmore- 
land County, particularly the future plant of Chrysler 
Corp., makes this area an attractive banking market for 
future entry. Although Pittsburgh National has re- 
cently been denied permission to open a de novo office 
not far from Mount Pleasant, we believe that future 
attempts at de novo entry are likely to be more success- 
ful as soon as industrial development and supporting 
residential and commercial growth are achieved. In 
view of the apparent pendency of such development, 
we conclude that the proposed merger would have an 
adverse effect on potential competition, as it would 
eliminate Pittsburgh National as a potential entrant 
into areas now served by Mount Pleasant Bank in the 
relatively near future. 


«• * # 


The First National Bank of Monroe, Monroe, Mich., and Peoples State Bank of Maybee, Maybee, Mich: 




Banking offices 

Marne of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Peoples State Bank of Maybee, Maybee, Mich., with 

$3, 175, 350 
50, 974, 227 

54, 149, 576 

1 


and" The First National Bank of Monroe, Monroe, Mich. (1587), which had 

2 


merged Oct. 31, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (1587). 


3 





comptroller’s decision 

On July 23, 1969, The First National Bank of Mon- 
roe, Monroe, Mich., with IPC deposits of $36.6 mil- 
lion, and the Peoples State Bank of Maybee, Maybee, 
Midi., with IPC deposits of $2.6 million, applied to 
the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to merge under the charter and with the title 
of the former. 

The First National Bank of Monroe, the receiving 
bank, was organized in 1865 with a capital of $100,000. 
In 1956 the bank opened its only branch facility. The 
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bank presently has total resources of $45 million, and 
at last report of examination, the bank was considered 
to be in good condition with moderate earnings. 

Monroe, Mich., headquarters for the charter bank, 
is a dty of 25,000 people situated 42 miles south of 
Detroit, Mich., and 18 miles north of Toledo, Ohio. 
It is the county seat of Monroe County and the domi- 
nant commercial city of the area. The dty is primarily 
industrial and daims those attributes which appeal to 
outside businesses seeking new areas of relocation: two 
freeways, seven railroads, an airport, and a good harbor 
that permits accessibility to Lake Erie. Major businesses 
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include Ford Motor Co. and Consolidated Packaging 
Corp. which employ 1,800 and 2,700 persons, respec- 
tively. Other major industries having a cumulative em- 
ployment of approximately 5,300 persons are : Detroit 
Stoker Co., Gould Batteries Inc., La-Z-Boy Chair Co., 
Midway Products Co., Monroe Auto Equipment Co., 
Time Container Co., Monroe Steel Castings Co., 
Union Camp Corp., and Woodall Industries. 

Peoples State Bank, the merging bank, is a unit bank 
and the only financial institution in Maybee. It was 
organized in 1924 and was destroyed by fire in 1967, 
prompting construction of a new facility with drive-up 
window capabilities. The bank presently has total assets 
of $2.96 million, and the last report of examination 
indicated that the bank’s condition was good. The 
Peoples State Bank will face a management succession 
problem in the next few years. All the managing offi- 
cials of the bank are in their 60’s, and it is questionable 
whether it can attract adequate personnel on the salary 
schedule it maintains. 

Maybee, Mich., the location of the merging bank, 
is situated 10 miles northwest of the main office of the 
First National Bank of Monroe in Exeter Township of 
Monroe County. It is an agricultural community of 
550 people, accessible only by secondary roads. Pres- 
ently no central sewerage and water systems are avail- 
able, which prohibits any large industry from settling 
in the village. Likewise, projected residential growth 
in the next decade is minimal, due to the agrarian eco- 
nomic base of the community. 

The proposed merger will not be adverse to the 
banking structure of Monroe County, nor will it cause 
an undue concentration of assets in the resulting bank. 
Substantial competition is provided by the Monroe 
Bank and Trust Company and the Peoples Federal 
Savings and Loan Association. The Monroe Bank and 
Trust, with assets of $90.6 million, has been providing 
intense local competition. The Peoples Federal Savings 
and Loan Association, with assets of $52.6 million, pro- 
vides substantial competition for area savings deposits 
and real estate mortgages. In addition to the afore- 
mentioned banks, the county also boasts the Monroe 
County Bank, Dundee, Mich., 10 miles southwest of 
Maybee, with IPC deposits of $7.5 million; Newport 
State Bank, Newport, Mich., 12 miles east of Maybee, 
with IPC deposits of $6.1 million; and the Carleton 
branch of the Manufacturers National Bank of De- 
troit, 12 nailes east of Maybee, with deposits of over 


$12 million. The Peoples Bank of Maybee, with total 
deposits of $2.6 million, is by far the smallest of the 
county’s banks. It appears that the overall effect of the 
merger would be to benefit the competitive climate in 
the county as the receiving bank presently competes 
far more actively with the larger Monroe Bank and 
Trust Company and the Peoples Federal Savings and 
Loan than it does with the merging bank. 

The proposed merger will have a beneficial effect on 
the Maybee area by providing the residents with a 
branch office having the full resources and added serv- 
ices that a larger institution can provide. The merger 
also will alleviate the management succession problem 
and provide an adequate pension and insurance plan 
for the employees. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed con- 
solidation, we find it is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

September 29, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The participating banks are located 10 miles apart. 
There are no banks in the intervening area. Thus, it 
would appear that some direct competition between 
the banks would be eliminated by the proposed merger. 

Under Michigan law, a bank may not branch de 
novo into any town in which another bank already has 
an office, nor may it branch into another county at a 
point more than 25 miles from its head office xmless 
there is no bank in the county. The proposed merger 
would, however, eliminate some potential for increased 
competition since First National could still branch into 
areas adjacent to Maybee, but not within the village 
limits. 

An appropriate market in which to measure the 
competitive effects of the merger is Monroe County, 
wherein five commercial banks operate a total of eight 
banking offices. As of December 31, 1968, First Na- 
tional had 32.7 percent of the total deposits in the 
county, while Peoples State had 2.1 percent of such 
deposits. The resulting bank would thus have 34.8 per- 
cent of the county’s total deposits. The largest bank, a 
Monroe-based bank, had 54 percent of total coimty 
deposits. Thus, banking in Monroe County is highly 
concentrated. This merger will increase that concentra- 
tion and eliminate competition between the merging 
banks. As a result, the effect of this merger on competi- 
tion will be adverse. 

* 


105 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stiouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



Crocker-Citizens National Bank, San Francisco, Calif., and Coast National Bank in Fort Bragg, Fort Bragg, Calif. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Coast National Bank in Fort Bragg, Fort Bragg, Calif. (13787), with 

$11,472,702 

1 


and Crocker-Citizens National Bank, San Francisco, Calif. (1741), which had. . . . 

4,668,363,657 

275 


merged Nov. 14, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (1741). The 




4, 678, 249, 641 


276 




comptroller’s decision 

On July 7, 1969, Crocker-Citizens National Bank, 
San Francisco, Calif., and Coast National Bank in 
Fort Bragg, Fort Bragg, Calif., applied to the Office 
of the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter and with the title of the 
former. 

The Crocker-Citizens National Bank resulted from 
a merger in 1963 of the Crocker Anglo National Bank, 
established in 1870 under the title of “The First Na- 
tional Gold Bank of San Francisco,” and the Citizens 
National Bank, Los Angeles, which was established in 
1890 as a State bank and converted into a National 
bank in 1901. With deposits of $3.9 billion, the charter 
bank presently has 276 branches in 37 of California’s 
58 counties and ranks as the fourth largest bank in 
the State. Its widely dispersed offices serve many major 
metropolitan and industrial areas. However, it has no 
branches in Mendocino County, where the merging 
bank is located, and none of its branches serve the 
merging bank’s service area. 

Coast National Bank in Fort Bragg, the merging 
bank, commenced operations in 1933 and has never 
been involved in any merger transaction. Its assets total 
$10.7 million and its earnings have been favorable. 
The merging bank’s service area is geographically lim- 
ited. Fort Bragg, located on the Pacific coast in the 
west-central portion of Mendocino County, shares the 
bulk of the area’s population with Mendocino, 10 miles 
to the south, although the service area includes the 
coastal population of the county from the Navarro 
River, 19 miles south, to Rockport, approximately 27 
miles north. Rugged forest lands and parks to the east 
separate the service area from the rest of the county. 
Even the nearest towns are not readily accessible by 
the tortuous mountain roads. 

The economy of the Fort Bragg-Mendocino service 
area is largely based on the lumbering and commercial 
fishing industries. Tourism has become the second 
leading economic factor in the community, for Fort 
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Bragg, and the roads leading to it, enjoy spectacular 
forest and coastal scenery. Sport fishing and hunting, 
a scenic railway, new hotels, motels, and restaurants 
all attract tourists. The entire service area has a 
population of approximately 16,000, with 4,613 in the 
city of Fort Bragg. 

Banking competition in the community is provided 
by two branches of the Bank of America in Fort Bragg 
and Mendocino. This merger would provide more 
loanable funds and a substantially higher lending limit, 
thereby stimulating competition with the Bank of 
America branches. The proposed merger will not have 
any adverse effect on competition between the charter 
and merging banks because, as noted above, they do 
not compete with each other. Consummation of the 
merger would raise the charter bank’s share of the 
total deposits and loans in the State by an insignificant 
amount. Entry by de novo branching is an unlikely 
step for the charter bank because of the area’s small 
population. It therefore appears that the proposed 
merger would have no adverse effect on competition, 
actual or potential. 

Whereas the charter bank’s financial and managerial 
resources are adequate in all respects, the merging 
bank’s capital structure is only fair and it has no man- 
agement depth. Consummation of the merger would 
remedy these defects. Future earnings prospects of the 
resulting bank are good, and the merger will further 
the convenience and needs of the community by offer- 
ing an alternative source of trust department and other 
extensive sophisticated services that Crocker-Citizens 
National Bank can provide. 

Considered in the light of the criteria, this merger 
is deemed to be in the public interest and is, therefore, 
approved. 

October 7, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The sole office of Coast National is located at Fort 
Bragg. Although Crocker-Citizens has offices in most of 
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the principal economic areas of the State, its nearest 
offices are 93 miles and 80 miles, respectively, from 
Fort Bragg. Thus, the existing competition that would 
be eliminated by the proposed merger is de minimus. 

Mendocino County, and the Fort Bragg area are 
predominantly rural in character and have a slow 
growth rate; present population in the county is 53,200, 
and according to current projections, it will increase 


to only 55,900 by 1985. In view of the distance from 
Grocker-Citizens’ existing offices, prospects for de novo 
expansion by Crocker-Citizens into Mendocino County 
or the Fort Bragg-Mendocino area are limited. 

We conclude that the proposed merger would have 
little effect on existing and potential competition be- 
tween the applicant banks. 


National Newark & Essex Bank, Newark, N.J., and Washington Trust Company, Washington, N.J. 


Banking offices 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


Washington Trust Company, Washington, N.J., with 

and National Newark & Essex Bank, Newark, N.J. (1316), which had 

merged Nov. 14, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (1316). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


$18, 243, 885 
706, 394, 139 

724, 493, 271 


3 

32 


35 


comptroller’s decision 

On July 28, 1969, National Newark & Essex Bank, 
Newark, N.J., applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge with Washington Trust 
Company, Washington, N.J., under the charter, and 
with the title, of the former. 

National Newark & Essex Bank, the charter bank, 
was organized in 1804, and received its National char- 
ter in 1865. This bank operates 30 branches in Essex 
County and has total resources of $684 million. 

Essex County is located in the heavily industrialized 
northeast portion of New Jersey. The county has more 
than 1,000 manufacturing workers per square mile, 
and is an important factor in the industrial production 
of New Jersey and the entire New York-northeastern 
New Jersey area. In addition to the considerable manu- 
facturing, wholesale, and retail activities, the county’s 
127 square miles contain many fine residential 
communities. 

The city of Newark, which is only 12 miles from 
Manhattan, is in the densely populated southeastern 
section of the county. The city is, and has long been, 
the State’s financial center and the hub of industrial 
activity. In recent years the complex known £is Port 
Newark and Port Elizabeth has developed to the ex- 
tent that it is now the container-ship capital of the 
country. Newark Airport, which is presently being 
expanded, is one of the country’s major air terminals. 

Essex County supports 15 commercial banks with 


82 branches. These competing banks have total assets 
of $2.1 billion and loans exceeding $1.4 billion. Not- 
withstanding this competition, the charter bank enjoys 
excellent prospects for future growth. 

Washington, N.J., headquarters of the merging 
bank, is located in Warren County, about 50 miles 
west of Newark. The merging bank, which was char- 
tered in 1926, operates two branches, and has total 
resources of $18 million. It is the sixth largest of the 
nine banks in Warren County. 

The population of Washington is about 6,500. The 
area is one of the more important agricultural coun- 
ties in New Jersey, particularly for dairy products. In- 
dustrial activity is also significant, with several light 
industries employing about 2,000 persons. Industrial 
growth is expected to continue at an even faster rate 
as the completion of the new interstate highways makes 
the Warren County area more accessible to the major 
eastern markets. 

Management of both the charter and the merging 
banks is rated good. The charter bank has a manage- 
ment development program to provide for replacement 
of executive officers. Provisions for management suc- 
cession have not been made in the merging bank. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will serve 
the convenience and needs of the Warren County area. 
At present, the merging bank has a lending limit of 
approximately $125,000. After consummation of this 
merger, the resulting bank ivill be able to offer a lending 
limit in excess of $4 million to customers in Warren 
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County in addition to the sophisticated services of a 
large metropolitan-based bank. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will not have 
an adverse effect on competition. At present, compe- 
tition between the applicant banks is de minimus as 
their closest offices are 40 miles apart. Approval of the 
proposed merger will stimulate competition in Warren 
County by providing an additional source of banking 
services to the larger businesses in the merging bank’s 
service area. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest 
and the application is, therefore, approved. 

October 9, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The nearest offices of National Bank and Washing- 
ton Trust are 40 miles apart, with a number of banks 
in the intervening area. It would appear that the pro- 
posed merger would not eliminate any significant ex- 
isting competition between the two banks. 

Recent legislation in New Jersey broadens geo- 
graphic areas for bank expansion beyond the former 
limits of county lines by dividing the State into three 
banking districts. Under this law, banks may branch 
within an entire district. However, the law retains 
community-wide home office protection against de novo 
branching and provides branch office protection in 
communities of less than 7,500 persons. 

The major population centers of Warren County, 
Phillipsburg, Hackettstown, and Washing^ton each 
have home offices of commercial banks and are thus 


protected against de novo branching by outside banks. 
No other communities exist in Warren County with 
populations in excess of 7,500. While a number of 
communities in Warren Coimty are open to de novo 
branching, the rural orientation of these communities 
would appear to make them unlikely choices for de 
novo expansion by National Bank. 

The recent broadening of the geographic boundaries 
of permissible branch office operation by commercial 
banks in New Jersey has induced substantial market 
extension activity, both by de novo branching and by 
merger. We consider it important that the largest 
banks in a district enter a new market area through 
de novo branching, or in the alternative through 
merger with one of the smaller banks in the area rather 
than through merger with a leading local bank; A 
laige bank entering de novo or through a small acqui- 
sition can be expected to compete vigorously to en- 
hance its position in the local market. At the same 
time, it is desirable to avoid eliminating leading local 
banks, as they can be expected to be more able to 
compete locally with new offices of large entering 
banks, or may possess the potential of competing with 
existing large banks on a districtwide basis through 
affiliation with one another in new banking institutions. 

However, in this case, while National Bank is the 
third largest bank in the First Banking District, Wash- 
ington Trust is the smaller of two banks operating 
offices in Washington, and the sixth largest of nine 
banks operating offices in Warren County. Therefore, 
this acquisition of one of the smallest banks in the First 
Banking District does not seem likely to have a signifi- 
cantly adverse effect on potential competition. 

♦ 


Peoples National Bank of New Jersey, Westmont, N.J., and The Farmers and Mechanics National Bank of Woodbury, 

Woodbury, N.J. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The Farmers and Mechanics National Bank ofWoodbury, Woodbury, N.J. (3716), 

$32, 296, 188 
101, 195, 907 

128, 598, 495 

3 


anrf Peoples National Bank of New Jersey, W^mont. N.J. ( 1 2022). which had 

7 


merged *Nov. 14, 1969, under ch^er and title of the latter bank (12022). The 


10 
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comptroller’s decision 

On July 14, 1969, The Farmers and Mechanics 
National Bank of Woodbury, Woodbury, N.J., and 
Peoples National Bank of New Jersey, Westmont, Had- 
don Township, N.J., applied to the Office of the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge under 
the charter and with the title of the latter. 

Peoples National Bank of New Jersey, with IPC 
deposits of $72.9 million, was organized in 1918. It 
operates seven offices in various communities in the 
western half of Camden County and has received 
approval to open seven additional offices, five in Cam- 
den County, and one each in Gloucester and Atlantic 
counties. Since 1964 the bank has been the leader in 
growth in south Jersey, with deposits more than tripling 
in that 5-year period. Its lending limit of $529,000 has 
proved inadequate to serve the needs of some of the 
larger business concerns in the area. 

Camden County, home of the charter bank, con- 
tains 37 separate municipalities and has a population 
of 471,000. The county is located on the southwestern 
border of the State adjacent to Philadelphia, Pa. 
During the past decade, the emphasis of the economy 
has been shifting from farming to commerce. The 
numerous firms located in the western portion of Cam- 
den County, including the city of Camden, and in 
Philadelphia, Pa., employ the residents of the area. 
Westmont, home office town of the charter bank, is an 
unincorporated community in Haddon Township, and 
has an estimated population of 19,000. Located about 
5 miles southeast of Camden and 6 miles southeast of 
Philadelphia, Westmont acts primarily as a bedroom 
community for most of the local residents who are 
employed either in Philadelphia or in surrounding 
New Jersey communities. 

Of the banks located in Camden County, the charter 
bank ranks fourth in size, behind the $300 million 
Camden Trust Company, the $253 million First Cam- 
den National Bank and Trust Company, and the $123 
million Colonial National Bank, Haddonfield. The 
charter bank is the seventh largest bank in the newly 
formed Third Banking District of New Jersey. Strong 
competition is also derived from the large Philadelphia 
banks, nine of which are larger than the charter bank. 
Other financial institutions competing in Camden 
County include 34 credit unions, four sales finance 
companies, and several personal loan companies. Sav- 
ings and loan associations, insurance companies, and 
mutual savings banks, located both in Camden County 
and in Philadelphia, also provide competition. 

The Farmers and Mechanics National Bank of 


Woodbury, with IPC deposits of $23.6 million, was 
organized in 1887. This bank operates its home office 
and one branch in Woodbury, and another branch in 
Wenonah, 4.5 miles southeast of Woodbury. 

Gloucester County, the home of the merging bank, 
is directly south of Camden County, and has a popula- 
tion of 167,000. Although the northwestern part of the 
county has become urbanized in recent years, over 37 
percent of total county acreage remains farmland. 
Woodbury, home office city of the merging bank, with 
an estimated population of 13,650, is located in the 
northeastern part of Gloucester County, approximately 
9 miles south of Camden. There is considerable resi- 
dential growth in the areas surrounding the city. 

Principal competition in the immediate area of the 
merging bank comes from First County National Bank 
and Trust Company, Woodbury, with total resources of 
$32.7 million, and over 10 branches, or proposed 
branches within a 5-mile radius. It competes with a 
number of other banks in the surrounding area, in- 
cluding some in adjacent Burlington and Camden 
counties as well as the largest banks in Philadelphia. 
Additional competition comes from credit unions, 
mutual savings banks, savings and loan associations, 
personal finance companies, small loan companies, and 
the like. 

The merger will benefit the community of Wood- 
bury by offering a broader range of banking services, 
including trust services, more convenient banking 
hours, armored car services, a credit card plan, special 
checking account, and other lesser services. It would 
eliminate a management succession problem which 
exists at The Farmers and Mechanics National Bank 
of Woodbury, and would provide a larger lending limit 
to better enable the resulting institution to meet the 
credit needs of customers. 

Competition will not be adversely affected by this 
merger. Since the service areas of the two banks do not 
overlap, there is little competition between them which 
will be eliminated. The resulting bank, with total 
resources of $106.6 million, will be the sixth largest of 
77 commercial banks in the newly created Third Bank- 
ing District, an advance from the seventh place posi- 
tion presently held by the charter bank. The service 
area of the resulting bank contains 33 commercial 
banks with 112 branches and total resources of $1.4 
billion. The resulting bank will control 7.6 percent of 
total resources, 8.2 percent of loans, and 7.6 percent 
of deposits held by banks in the area. If banks from 
Philadelphia are added to these totals, percentages of 
resulting bank’s holdings will be under 1 percent. In 
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Gloucester County, the merger will enhance competi- 
tion with First County National Bank and Trust Com- 
pany, Woodbury, N.J., now that county’s largest bank, 
without adversely affecting the smaller institutions’ 
ability to compete. In Camden County, the merger will 
enhance competition with the three larger banks while, 
in the overall service area, the resulting bank will offer 
a more effective competitive challenge to the large 
Philadelphia-based banks. Although one institution in 
the overall service area will be eliminated, adequate 
banking alternatives remain. Potential competition will 
not be affected since it is unlikely that either bank 
would branch into the service area of the other in the 
foreseeable future. 

It is concluded in the light of the statutory criteria 
that the merger is in the public interest. It is accord- 
ingly approved. 

October 10, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The head offices of the merging banks are approx- 
imately 9 miles apart. Their closest offices. Farmers’ 
Woodbury office and Peoples’ Brooklawn office, are 
approximately 4 miles apart. Two offices of The First 
National Bank of Westville (which has received per- 
mission to merge with Colonial National Bank) lie in 


the intervening area. Substantial competitive alterna- 
tives exist in and around Westmont and Woodbury. 
According to the application, no substantial overlap 
in the geographic sources of deposit and loan accounts 
of the merging banks exists. It would appear that the 
proposed merger may eliminate only a limited amount 
of existing competition. 

Peoples is presently the fourth largest bank operat- 
ing offices in the greater Camden area, and would 
retain its fourth position subsequent to the proposed 
merger. The proposed merger would increase Peoples’ 
share of commercial bank deposits in the area from 
6.5 percent to approximately 9 percent. 

Recent changes in New Jersey law have greatly 
broadened the sphere of permissible branch bank oper- 
ation for commercial banks, which may now operate 
branch offices anywhere throughout the newly cre- 
ated banking district in which they are located. Per- 
missible de novo branching by commercial banks is 
still, however, subject to complete home office protec- 
tion and branch office protection in communities of 
less than 7,500 population. Peoples and Farmers, both 
located in the Third Banking District, are thus poten- 
tial competitors through future establishment of new 
offices in the Camden area, and in other rapidly grow- 
ing areas of the district. This potential competition 
would be eliminated by the proposed meiger. 

* 


First National Bank of Orrville-Dalton, Orrville, Ohio, and Bank of Mt. Eaton, Mt. Eaton, Ohio 




Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To he 
operated 


$2, 094, 702 
26, 328, 041 

28, 441, 575 

\ 


and First National Bank of Orrville-Dalton, Orrville, Ohio (13742), which had. . . 
merged Nov. 15, 1969, under charter and tide of the latter bank (13742). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 

4 

5 


comptroller’s decision 

On July 15, 1969, the First National Bank of Orr- 
ville-Dalton, Orrville, Ohio, and the Bank of Mt. 
Eaton, Mt. Eaton, Ohio, applied to the Comptroller of 
the Currency for permission to merge under the charter 
and with the title of the former. 

The applicant banks are both situated in eastern 
Wayne County, about 30 miles southwest of Akron, 
Ohio. Wayne County has a population of 85,000. 

The First National Bank of Orrville-Dalton, with 

no 


IPC deposits of $21.9 million, was chartered in 1933, 
and is located in Orrville, a town with a population of 
8,000. Although the economy of Orrville has long been 
based on agricultural pursuits, some industry has de- 
veloped in Orrville recently, due to an attractive labor 
supply and the establishment, by the city, of an indus- 
trial park. Orrville has 38 small industries, employing 
more than 4,000 workers. The firms include several 
sizable milk processing plants, as well as J. M. Smucker 
Co., a nationally known producer of jams, jellies, and 
other preserves. 
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Mt. Eaton, the home of the single-office merging 
bank, which has IPG deposits of $1.6 million, is 13 
miles southeast of Orrville. It has a population of less 
than 300. The economy of Mt. Eaton is predomi- 
nantly agricultural, with dairy farming and supportive 
retail facilities as the main enterprises. 

The participating banks face active competition 
from other commercial banks and financial institutions 
situated in Wooster, about 12 miles west; in Massillon, 
about 10 miles east; and in other communities in 
Wa^Tie County. The First National Bank of Orrville- 
Dalton ranks fourth among nine county and three out- 
of-county competitors. The acquisition will not alter 
this position. The 11 alternative commercial banks, 
operating 18 offices, serve a limited area. 

Savings and loan associations also offer keen compe- 
tition in Wayne County. The three savings and loan 
associations in Wooster, and one in Orrville, currently 
hold $74.3 million more in loans than all commercial 
banking outlets in the service area combined. For in- 
stallment type loans, finance companies and production 
credit associations present strong competition. 

Competition between the Orrville and Mt. Eaton 
banks is insignificant compared to the total competi- 
tion in the area. They have very few common custo- 
mers. Mt. Eaton is 8 miles south of Dalton, and 5 miles 
southeast of Kidron, where the charter bank’s 
branches are located. The small size of the Mt. Eaton 
office, however, limits it to serving its immediate area. 

The merger will enable the Mt. Eaton office to be- 
come more competitive in the area. Because of its low 
lending limit of $18,000, it has been losing business to 
larger banks, as well as the Federal Land Bank, and 
production credit associations. It can offer more serv- 
ices to local customers, including special savings ac- 
counts, bank money order and personal money order 
services, and credit card services. Eaton residents will 
also benefit from more reasonable charges, increased 
interest rates on time money, and new quarters, which 
will provide more safety deposit boxes, a night de- 
pository, and drive-in facilities. 


Residents in and around Orrville will benefit also. 
Farmers of the rich land surrounding Orrville are of 
the Amish and Mennonite faiths, who traditionally 
have depended on financial self-help. As land values 
increase and farm operations grow, they are becoming 
more dependent on financial institutions. The result- 
ing bank will be able to provide more working capital 
for farms and industries through its larger lending 
limit. 

The merger will also eliminate a serious manage- 
ment succession problem at the merging bank. Its 
present executive officer is about to retire and, because 
of low salaries, it is unable to attract an outside replace- 
ment, and none exists within the bank. 

It is concluded that the proposal is in the public 
interest and meets the relevant statutory criteria. The 
merger is, therefore, approved. 

October 8, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The head offices of the banks are 13 miles apart. 
Bank of Mt. Eaton is only 5 miles southeast of First 
National’s branch in Kidron. There are no banking 
alternatives in or near either Kidron or Mt. Eaton, 
and no intervening banks between the two towns. 
Thus, the proposed merger would eliminate direct 
competition between the merging banks. 

First National’s share of total county deposits will 
be increased from 18.8 percent to 20.1 percent, and 
its share of the county IPC demand deposits will be 
increased from 18.5 percent to 19.6 percent upon con- 
summation of the proposed merger. These concentra- 
tion figures probably understate the competitive effects 
of this merger, as all offices of the merging banks are 
confined to the area between Wooster and Massillon. 
Subsequent to the merger. First National would oper- 
ate five of the eight banking offices in this immediate 
area. 

We conclude that the proposed merger, involving 
acquisition of a very small bank, would have an ad- 
verse effect on competition in the immediate area 
served by the merging banks. 


Ill 
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Monroe County Bank, Sparta, Wis., and The Farmers National Bank of Sparta, Sparta, Wis. 




Banking offices 

Marne of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$5, 220, 337 
4, 947, 252 

10, 167, 589 

1 



1 


merged Nov. 21, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (11463) and title “Union 
National Bank & Trust Company.” The merged bank at date of merger had. . . . 

1 



comptroller’s decision 

On July 11, 1969, The Farmers National Bank of 
Sparta, Sparta, Wis., with IPG deposits of $3.75 mil- 
lion, and the Monroe County Bank, Sparta, Wis., with 
IPC deposits of $4.04 million, applied to the OflBce 
of the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter of the former and with the 
title of “Union National Bank & Trust Company.” 

The Farmers National Bank of Sparta, the charter 
bank, was organized as a State institution in 1907, and 
converted to a National charter in 1919. It has no 
branches, but during the summer months it does 
operate a temporary facility at Camp McCoy, Wis., 
for the benefit of the military personnel. 

The Monroe County Bank, the merging bank, was 
chartered in 1894 as a State institution, and has re- 
mained as such to the present. All its business is trans- 
acted in its single office. 

Sparta, Wis., is the county seat of Monroe County, 
180 miles northwest of Milwaukee, and 170 miles 
southeast of St Paul and Minneapolis, Minn. It is the 
largest city in the county, with a population of 6,750. 
The area is basically agricultural, although several new 
industries have moved in and employ about 1,000 
persons. Dairying is the major enterprise and the 
county ranks 27 th in total milk production in the 
State. In addition to dairy farming, other specialties 
include the growing of cigar binder tobacco and cran- 
berries. They city of Sparta has established two indus- 
trial parks over 100 acres in size, and well situated 
to attract new industry. 

The area of service of the resulting bank will gen- 
erally be confined to Sparta, Wis., for the present. 
However, the applicants envision a much wider trade 
area which they designate as the Coulee Region. This 
region consists of the six west-central counties in Wis- 
consin, i.e., Tempealeau, Jackson, La Crosse, Monroe, 
Cranford, and Vernon. La Crosse, with a population 
of 55,000, is the commercial center of the Coulee Re- 
gion with seven financial institutions, over two dozen 
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major retail stores, several colleges, and 33 industrial 
concerns that employ upwards of 10,000 people. Lo- 
cated some 25 miles southwest of Sparta, La Crosse is 
already attractive to Sparta area residents as a city 
with excellent shopping facilities, job opportunities, 
and good banks with which to negotiate large finan- 
cial arrangements. In another year, Interstate 90 will 
be open between Sparta and La Crosse, reducing travel 
time between the two cities to merely 20 minutes. The 
increased mobility that the new interstate will offer 
reinforces the other attractions that La Crosse already 
affords, therefore putting intense competitive pressure 
on the applicants to offer services commensurate with 
the financial institutions of La Crosse in order to re- 
tain their present customers, to say nothing of acquir- 
ing new customers. 

The merger of The Farmers National Bank of 
Sparta and the Monroe County Bank will not precipi- 
tate an undue concentration of assets in the charter 
bank nor adversely affect competition in the trade 
area. In the immediate service area of Sparta, the 
merger will combine the two smallest institutions in 
the city and allow them to compete more effectively 
with the $10 million deposit First Bank of Sparta, a 
$10 million savings and loan institution, an $8 million 
credit association, and a $1.1 million finance corpora- 
tion. Presently the other financial institutions in the 
city consider the applicant banks to be weak and 
not aggressive. Accordingly, they express the view that 
these banks can better serve the community through 
the proposed merger. 

In a larger context of competition, applicants indi- 
cate the Coulee Region is a more relevant service area, 
since many of the residents of this region, while being 
geographically closer to Sparta, will conduct their 
financial matters with La Crosse banks that can accom- 
modate their financial needs. Presently, all automobile, 
mobile home, and other large installment loans are 
handled by La Crosse institutions, either through di- 
rect loans or repurchase agreements. Also, the many 
Sparta area residents who work or shop in La Crosse 
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retain accounts with La Crosse banks. It is believed 
that said merger will make the resulting bank capable 
of challenging the sphere of influence presently exerted 
by the financial institutions of La Crosse on businesses 
and individuals readily accessible to the resulting bank. 

Competition between the applicant banks is not 
considered significant. Although they are situated but 
one-half block apart, neither institution is considered 
aggressive nor highly competitive. Basically, they are 
conservative institutions with a minimum contest for 
business between themselves. While invariably one can 
expect some loss of competition, it will be counterbal- 
anced by the benefits from the proposed merger. The 
increased capital structure of the resulting bank will 
permit the making of larger loans without the con- 
tinued necessity of correspondent bank participation. 
Customer service will be more complete due to the 
increased size, efficiency of operation, and depth of 
experience in management. Trust services are to be 
more specialized and the resulting bank will employ 
a full time auditor and agricultural representative to 
meet the needs of the community. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 


merger, we find that it is in the public interest, and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

October 1, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Monroe Bank and Farmers National, located in 
Sparta, Wis., each control approximately 25 percent of 
deposits in commercial banks in the Sparta area. 

As the service areas of the banks proposing to merge 
are essentially identical, the proposed merger would 
clearly eliminate substantial direct competition and re- 
duce the number of banking alternatives in Sparta 
from three to two. 

The resulting bank would share the Sparta market 
equally with First Bank of Sparta, and would be the 
third largest of seven remaining banks in Monroe 
County, with about 20 percent of county commercial 
bank deposits. 

As the banks are direct competitors for deposits and 
loans in the vicinity of Sparta, we conclude that their 
proposed merger would have an adverse effect on 
competition. 

* 


First Trenton National Bank, Trenton, N.J., and The Lambertville National Bank, Lambertville, N.J. 


Banking offices 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


The Lambertville National Bank, Lambertville, N.J. (1272), with 

and First Trenton National Bank, Trenton, N.J. (1327), which had 

merged Nov. 28, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (1327). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


$6, 250, 564 
398, 597, 307 

404, 830, 592 


1 

13 


14 


comptroller’s decision 

On July 14, 1969, the First Trenton National Bank, 
Trenton, N.J., and The Lambertville National Bank, 
Lambertville, N. J., filed an application with the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge under 
the charter and with the title of the former. 

The First Trenton National Bank, Trenton, N.J., 
with IPC deposits of $248 million, operates 1 1 banking 
offices in Trenton and the surrounding area in Mercer 
County. Trenton, with a population of approximately 
110,000, is the State capital and is located on the 
western border of the State, about 30 miles northeast 
of Philadelphia, Pa. Economic activity in Trenton cen- 
ters around the State Government offices, but many 


inhabitants find employment with numerous industrial 
firms present in the city. Wholesale and retail trade 
activity is also important, as Trenton is the commercial 
center of Mercer County. 

The Lambertville National Bank, with IPC deposits 
of $4.8 million, maintains a single banking office. 
Lambertville, with a population of approximately 
4,600, is located in Hunterdon County on the western 
border of New Jersey, approximately 15 miles north- 
west of Trenton. This town, primarily a residential 
community in a rural area, also contains a few small 
industrial firms. In recent years. The Lambertville Na- 
tional Bank has lagged far behind other area banks 
in loan and deposit growth, and its loan portfolio is 
heavily concentrated in mortgage loans. 
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There is no significant competition between the 
merging banks whose nearest offices are 12 miles apart. 
The merging bank has, because of its conservative ap- 
proach to banking, proved to be an ineffective com- 
petitor, in recent years, with other banks in the area. 
Furthermore, the possibility of future competition be- 
tween these banks appears remote, as the charter bank 
cannot establish a de novo branch in Lambertville. 
Since the merging bank is the smallest of the six com- 
mercial banks in the Lambertville area, consummation 
of this proposal will serve to intensify banking compe- 
tition without increasing significantly the size of the 
charter bank vis-a-vis the competing commercial banks 
in Mercer County. It should be noted that the charter 
bank, which is the eighth largest commercial bank in 
New Jersey, meets vigorous competition in its service 
area from branches of the much larger Philadelphia- 
based banks. 

Approval of this merger will benefit the banking 
pubfic in Lambertville by making available an alterna- 
tive source for a broad range of banking services. Spe- 
cifically, the resulting bank will make available more 
varied types of loans than are presently offered by the 
merging bank, including installment loans, commercial 
loans, and construction loans. As a branch of the 
charter bank, the resulting bank will offer in Lambert- 
ville a higher interest rate on savings and time deposits, 
regular statements on checking accounts, trust services, 
electronic data processing services, and a greatly ex- 
panded lending limit. In addition, the merger of these 
banks will assure management continuity the merging 
bank now lacks. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we find the proposal 
to be in the public interest and the merger is, therefore, 
approved. 

October 24, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

First Trenton’s closest offices to Lambertville are in 
Pennington Borough and Hopewell Township, about 
12 miles east of Lambertville, and there would appear 
to be some direct competition between them and 


Lambertville Bank. However, in view of the size of 
Lambertville Bank, and the presence of an office of 
Hunterdon National Bank (total resources: $63 mil- 
lion) in Lambertville, the actual amount of direct 
competition eliminated by the proposed merger may 
not be substantial. 

New Jersey law prohibits de novo branching into 
( 1 ) any town in which the home office of another com- 
mercial bank is located, or (2) any town, with a popu- 
lation under 7,500, in which any bank office is already 
located. Thus, First Trenton is presently prohibited, 
and will remain so in the near future, from branching 
de novo into Lambertville. In view of its limited re- 
sources, Lambertville Bank is unlikely to open de novo 
branches in areas presently served by First Trenton. 

We consider it important that large banks seeking 
to extend their service areas into areas not previously 
served do so either through de novo branching or 
through merger with the smaller banks in these areas. 
In this manner, leading local banks will remain capable 
of providing effective competition in local markets. 
Moreover, these banks will remain as potential par- 
ticipants in new banking organizations, including bank 
holding companies, capable of providing additional 
competition to the largest banks for the business of the 
district’s larger industrial customers. 

First Trenton is the largest bank in the Second 
Banking District (covering central New Jersey). It 
holds about 10 percent of total deposits in the district’s 
68 commercial banks, and about 6.5 percent of IPG 
demand deposits in such banks. Lambertville Bank, 
however, is one of the smallest banks in Hunterdon 
County, and in that portion of the county in which 
its primary service area is located. Two other larger 
banks operate offices in Lambertville or its neighboring 
city of New Hope, Pa. 

Thus, while First Trenton is clearly one of the most 
likely potential entrants into developing areas of the 
Second Banking District, we conclude that its pro- 
posed merger with Lambertville Bank would be un- 
likely to have a significantly adverse effect on potential 
competition. 
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The National Bank of Commerce of Seattle, Seattle, Wash., and State Bank of Wilbur, Wilbur, Wash. 




Banking offices 

Marne of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$9, 422, 000 

1, 147, 599, 000 

1, 157, 021, 000 

1 i 


was purchased Nov. 28, 1969, by The National Bank of Commerce of Seattie, 

94 


After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 

95 


comptroller’s decision 

On August 18, 1969, The National Bank of Com- 
merce of Seattle, Seattle, Wash., applied to the Office 
of the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
purchase the assets and assume the liabilities of the 
State Bank of Wilbur, Wilbur, Wash. 

The National Bank of Commerce of Seattle, with 
IPC deposits of $885.9 million, was organized in 1889, 
and is Washington’s second largest commercial bank. 
It operates 94 offices in 64 Washington communities, 
in 29 of Washington’s 39 counties, and has one branch 
in London. International Bank of Commerce, the ap- 
plicant bank’s Edge Act corporation, has five branches 
in Hong Kong. Over 99 percent of applicant’s stock is 
owned by Marine Bancorporation, which, in addition, 
owns East Mortgage and Investment Company. The 
acquiring bank has a substantial capital position, an 
able and experienced management team, and offers a 
full range of banking and trust services. 

Seattle, the leading commercial, industrial, and 
financial center of the Pacific Northwest, and home of 
the purchasing bank, has a population of approxi- 
mately 590,000. Its metropolitan area, which includes 
King County, has a population of 1.25 million. The 
area is a major manufacturing center, with Boeing 
Company, a manufacturer of aircraft and missiles, the 
largest single employer, with approximately 86,000 em- 
ployees. Other industries include shipbuilding, trans- 
portation equipment, logging, lumber and wood prod- 
ucts, smelting, and oil refining. Seattle is a gateway to 
the Orient and a major transportation center with its 
excellent harbor and port facilities; the Seattle-Tacoma 
International Airport is undergoing a major $100 mil- 
lion expansion program, and a large $55 million world 
trade complex is projected for the near future. 

The purchasing bank is one of four banks that op- 
erates throughout the State. There are 95 banks in 
Washington, including The Bank of California, N.A., 
which has two branches situated in Takoma and 


Seattle. In addition to the applicant, other statewide 
banks include Seattle-First National Bank, with 128 
offices and total deposits of $1.7 billion, making it the 
State’s largest bank; Peoples National Bank of Wash- 
ington, Seattle, with 48 offices and total deposits of 
$392 million, making it the State’s third largest bank; 
and National Bank of Washington, Tacoma, with 42 
offices and total deposits of $384 million, making it the 
State’s fourth largest bank. Other Seattle-based banks 
among the State’s largest include Pacific National Bank 
of Seattle, with 14 offices and deposits of $207 million, 
the Seattle branch of The Bank of California, N.A., 
with deposits of $158 million, and Seattle Trust & 
Savings Bank, with 15 branches and total deposits of 
$133 million. 

State Bank of Wilbur, with IPC deposits of $8.1 mil- 
lion, was organized in 1892, and has continued to op- 
erate as a unit bank. It is not a full-service institution 
since it does not offer trust services or the full range 
of varied and sophisticated services offered by the large 
statewide banks. Its lending limit is inadequate to meet 
its customers’ needs for large loans, with the result that 
it must utilize correspondent banking relationships to 
place overlines. In addition, it is faced with a manage- 
ment succession problem. 

Wilbur, home of the selling bank, is in eastern Wash- 
ington, 67 miles east of Spokane, Washington’s second 
largest city, and 243 miles east of Seattle, in the 
northwestern section of Lincoln County. Wilbur has 
an estimated population of about 1,000, while the 
population of Lincoln County is estimated at 10,200. 
The economy is based on agriculture, with wheat and 
livestock raising predominant. 

There are no other banking offices within the Wil- 
bur community. The nearest banking office to Wilbur 
is the Almira office of the purchasing bank, 12 miles 
southwest of Wilbur. The next closest offices are the 
Grand Coulee office of Security Bank of Washington, 
Ephrata, with total deposits of $15 million, 19 miles 
northwest; and the Coulee Dam office of Seattle-First 
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National Bank, 20 miles northwest. The nearest office 
of Old National Bank, Spokane, the State’s fifth largest 
bank, wth total deposits of $255 million, which op- 
erates four offices in Lincoln County, is in Davenport, 
30 miles southeast. There is no immediate non-bank 
competition in Wilbur. Savings and loan associations 
in Spokane, the Production Credit Association, the 
Federal Land Bank, and the Farmers Home Adminis- 
tration are active in the area. 

The acquisition will benefit the community of Wil- 
bur by replacing the selling bank with a full-service 
institution, capable of fully and adequately serving 
the banking needs of Wilbur and its residents. Among 
the benefits will be a larger lending limit, trust services, 
and an agricultural loan specialist. Since the 
management recruitment and training program of the 
acquiring bank will make it easier to provide top-flight 
management to the Wilbur branch of the resulting 
bank, the management succession problem of the 
selling bank will be resolved. 

This acquisition will have no adverse competitive 
effect. Although the Almira branch of the purchasing 
bank is the closest bank office to Wilbur, it is 12 miles 
away, and it appears that neither this branch, nor the 
selling bank, derives a significant percentage of deposits 
and loans from the immediate service area of the other. 
Accordingly, it appears that there are only insignificant 
amounts of competition between them which will be 
eliminated. In the wider area of Lincoln County, and 
beyond, such competition as can be said to exist should 
be enhanced between the statewide purchasing bank 
and the statewide Seattle-First National Bank and the 
Old National Bank of Washington, both of which ap- 
pear to be more firmly entrenched in the general area 
than does the purchasing bank. Potential competition 
will not be affected because, under State law, the pur- 
chasing bank cannot branch into Wilbur, and will not 
branch into any nearby communities since those com- 
munities cannot support a bank. The addition of the 
selling bank, which is the State’s 47th largest, would 
have no effect on the competitive position of the 
pixrchasing institution in Seattle. Statewide, the 
purchasing bank’s position as second largest will remain 
unchanged, while its deposits will be increased by only 
0.1 percent of the State’s total. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the merger is in the public interest. The application is, 
therefore, approved. 

October 27, 1969. 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Wilbur Bank’s single office is 1 1 miles northeast of 
National’s Ahnira branch. No banking alternatives, in- 
tervene. About $346,178 of Wilbiur Bank’s deposits, and 
$138,195 of its loans, originate in the Almira branch’s 
postal area. National’s Almira branch has $73,193 of 
deposits, and $79,702 of loans, originating in Wilbur 
Bank’s postal area. Thus, it appears that the proposed 
acquisition, if approved, will eliminate some direct 
competition between the banks for both deposits and 
loans. 

Additional direct competition cannot be anticipated, 
however, because Washington branching law prohibits 
de novo branching outside a bank’s headquarters city 
into cities in which another bank has an office. Absent 
this restriction, National would be a very likely po- 
tential de novo entrant into Wilbur Bank’s service area. 

In 1968, Lincoln County was served by fom banks 
with seven offices, controlling $33.1 million of deposits, 
representing a 2-year increase in total deposits of nearly 
26 percent. Wilbur Bank, the only independent bank 
in Lincoln Coxmty, ranked second, measured by total 
deposits. Old National Bank of Washington, with its 
home office in Spokane and total deposits of $264.3 
million, operated four branches in Lincoln County, and 
ranked first, controlling slightly less than one-half of 
the county’s total deposits. Seattle First National Bank 
(total deposits: $1,692 million) operated a single 
branch in Odessa that ranked third, with $5.5 million 
of deposits. National’s Almira branch, with $3.4 million 
of deposits, was the smallest of the four banking or- 
ganizations operating banking offices in Lincoln 
County. If the proposed acquisition of Wilbur Bank 
is approved, the second and fourth largest Lincoln 
County banks will be united to form the county’s 
second largest bank, controlling approximately 36 per- 
cent of county deposits. In addition, the last independ- 
ent banking organization serving Lincoln County will 
be eliminated. 

Furthermore, in the State of Washington, as a whole, 
there are five statewide organizations; they control over 
66 percent of deposits in the State. Two of these 
systems, of which National is one, have about 50 per- 
cent of all deposits in the State. Elimination of Wilbur 
Bank as an independent competitor is part of a merger 
trend which is reducing the number of independent 
small- to medium-sized banks in the State which could 
be combined to create additional statewide banking 
systems. The overall competitive effect of the proposed 
merger would be adverse. 


* * * 
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The Second National Bank of Nashua, Nashua, N.H., and The Mechanicks National Bank of Concord, Concord, N.H;, 

AND The Manchester National Bank, Manchester, N.H. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

1 

In 

Operation 

To be 
operated 


$29,718,643 
52, 686, 208 
20, 927, 519 

103, 326, 314 

4 



6 



2 


merged Nov. 28, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (1059) and tide “Bank of 
New Hampshire, National Association.” The merged banks at date of merger had . 


12 



comptroller’s decision 

On July 25, 1969, The Mechanicks National Bank 
of Concord, Concord, N.H., and The Second National 
Bank of Nashua, Nashua, N.H., applied to the Office of 
the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge into The Manchester National Bank, Man- 
chester, N.H., under the charter of the latter and with 
the title of “Bank of New Hampshire, National 
Association.” 

New Hampshire is growing at a faster rate than any 
other State in the Nation in terms of personal income 
and population. It is highly industrialized, particularly 
in the southeastern and south-central areas of the 
State which enjoy not only access to the metropolitan 
markets of New England, but also available skilled and 
unskilled labor, land available for industrial expansion, 
and a statewide tax structure which is attractive to 
industrial growth. These factors, as well as the tre- 
mendously diversified industrial base in New Hamp- 
shire, provide excellent prospects for New Hampshire’s 
continued prosperity and growth. 

The largest financial institution serving New Hamp- 
shire is the Amoskeag Savings Bank in Manchester, 
which has total deposits of only $202.6 million. The 
next two largest financial institutions in the State are 
also savings banks, the Manchester Savings Bank and 
the New Hampshire Savings Bank in Concord. The 
only commercial banking system of comparable size is 
the New Hampshire Bank Shares, Inc., a registered 
bank holding company located in Nashua, which owns 
seven banks in New Hampshire, with total assets of 
$159.2 million. The largest single commercial bank in 
the State is The Second National Bank of Nashua, with 
total assets of $48.7 million. These banks are far too 
small to finance the operations of industries in New 
Hampshire, or to compete with the metropolitan 
banks elsewhere in New England. 

The three banks involved in the instant proposal are 
located in the Merrimack River Valley, in the south- 


central portion of New Hampshire, an area approxi- 
mately 35 miles wide and 45 miles long. It is this area 
of New Hampshire that is growing rapidly, and which 
presently contains 40 percent of the State’s population. 
It contains the two largest cities in the State as well as 
the State capital. 

The three banks do not compete with each other. 
The Mechanicks National Bank of Concord, with IPG 
deposits of $18.7 million, operates three branches and 
maintains its head office in Concord, the State capital. 
Concord has a population of 30,500 and a trade area 
population of 48,620. The bank serves the towns of 
Bow, Pembroke, Hopkinton, Dumbarton, Warner, 
Webster, Boscawen, Canterbury, Loudon, and Chi- 
chester. The Second National Bank of Nashua, with 
IPG deposits of $40.9 million, operates five branches. 
In addition to Nashua, it serves the towns of Hudson, 
Hollis, Litchfield, and Merrimack. Nashua has a popu- 
lation of 47,500, and its economy includes manufactur- 
ing in the fields of electronics, leather, paper, and 
wood. The charter bank, The Manchester National 
Bank, has IPC deposits of $13 million, and operates 
one branch in Manchester, which is the laig^est city in 
the three northern New England States and has a 
population of 92,000. Manchester is located midway 
between Nashua and Concord. The bank serves a total 
population of 123,400, and includes the towns of Bed- 
ford, Candia, Hooksett, Auburn, Londonderry, and 
Goffstown. 

None of the three banks has ever branched outside 
its primary service area. The banks do not have the 
resources to establish branches in areas in which they 
have no established customers. Furthermore, the State 
branching law is very restrictive. A branch may be 
established in a city or town, other than the home 
office city, only if it is contiguous to the home office 
city and contains no bank or branch bank, or in any 
noncontiguous town having no bank, if the location is 
within 15 miles of the principal office, and if no other 
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bank oi branch bank is located within 10 miles of the 
proposed branch. The possibility of de novo branching 
into the service areas of the other banks by any par- 
ticipant in this proposal is very remote, both practically 
and legally. 

In New Hampshire, the unique practice of separat- 
ing financial functions so that a commercial bank, a 
savings bank, and a trust company frequently have 
been housed under one roof, has impeded the growth 
of financial institutions so that they are presently too 
small to provide the capital needed in an industrial 
society. Commercial banks are small, scattered, and 
oriented toward yesterday’s agricultural economy. A 
degree of consolidation is required to keep pace with 
changes in the economy. The resulting bank will have 
total assets of $92.6 million, which is only 4.39 percent 
of the total of the 15 largest banks or banking systems, 
including savings banks, in the State. It will have only 
9.4 percent of the total assets of the 17 commercial and 
savings banks in the consolidated market area, the 
Merrimack Valley. Although it will become the largest 
commercial bank in the State, it will compete with 
the banks owned by a registered bank-holding com- 
pany which has assets far greater than itself, as well 
as with much larger savings banks. Furthermore, the 
Manchester Savings Bank, with assets of $137.4 mil- 
lion, has submitted a proposal to convert into a State 
commercial bank, and it will become the largest com- 
mercial bank in the State. 

These larger financial institutions are sorely needed 
to provide the capital which will finance the rapidly 
growing industrial firms in New Hampshire, many of 
which presently do their primary banking outside of 
the State. None of the three banks involved in the pro- 
posal can be considered a full-service bank, offering 
such specialized services as accounts receivable financ- 
ing, inventory loans, term loans and revolving credit, 
lease financing, and specialized building construction 
loans, .\lthough each of them offers some of these, it 
does so only to a limited extent. Furthermore, the re- 
sulting bank will be able to offer a full range of trust 
services, computer services, and such incidental con- 
veniences as travel services. 

The banks in New Hampshire have not kept pace 
with the industrialization of the economy and the cen- 
tralization of population in that State. Its capital re- 
sources are so fragmented throughout the State that 
it cannot provide the financing needed in the indus- 
trializing area of the Merrimack Valley. The proposal 
will provide an institution large enough to make in- 


dustrial loans, and with sufficient resources to make 
available specialized services required in a modern 
industrial society, without dominating any facet of the 
banking industry in the State. 

In light of the statutory criteria, the merger is 
deemed to be in the public interest and is, therefore, 
approved. 

October 1, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Nashua Bank’s Merrimack branch is 12 miles south 
of Manchester Bank’s head office, and 30 miles south 
of Concord Bank’s home office. Numerous banking 
alternatives intervene between this branch of Nashua 
Bank and the other merging banks, including the Mer- 
rimack branch of The Indian Head National Bank of 
Nashua. Manchester Bank’s head office is 18 miles 
south of Concord Bank’s head office. Several banking 
alternatives exist for residents of Concord, both within 
that city and in the intervening distance. According 
to the application, very few of the merging banks’ 
accounts come from each other’s service areas. Thus, it 
does not appear that the proposed merger would 
eliminate substantial direct competition for deposits 
and loans. 

Under New Hampshire law, a bank may branch de 
novo into a contiguous town, provided no other bank 
is already located there; and into a noncontiguous 
town within 15 miles of the branching bank’s principal 
office, provided no other bank is within 10 miles of the 
proposed de novo branch site. De novo branching op- 
portunities for each of the merging banks into the 
service areas of the others would thus appear to be 
limited. 

In view of the relatively small number of commer- 
cial banks located in Concord, Nashua, and Manches- 
ter, and of the relative positions of each of the merging 
banks in their respective markets, opportunity for 
entry by each of the merging banks into the service 
areas of the others through merger with smaller banks 
would appear to be limited. 

We would note, however, that the three cities in- 
volved are parts of a growing region with a bright 
industrial future; as population and industrial density 
increases, the presently abutting banking markets of 
these cities may begin to overlap to a significant ex- 
tent. The proposed merger would foreclose the possi- 
bility of increased competition between the merging 
banks for deposit and loan accounts of larger, region- 
ally-oriented customers. 


■» 
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Security National Bank, Huntington, N.Y., and The Oceanside National Bank, Oceanside, N.Y. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$11,789,068 

918,893,374 

930,682,442 

3 


and Security National Bank, Huntington, N.Y. (6587), which had 

merged Nov. 28, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (6587). The 

57 

60 




comptroller’s decision 

On August 18, 1969, The Oceanside National Bank, 
Oceanside, N.Y., and Security National Bank, Hunt- 
ington, N.Y., applied to the Office of the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter and with the title of the latter. 

Security National Bank, with IPC depiosits of $580.3 
million, was organized in 1903. It operates 45 branches 
in Suffolk County, and 10 in Nassau County. Ap- 
plications have been approved for four additional 
branches in Suffolk County, and two in Nassau County. 

The service area of the charter bank encompasses 
the eastern end of Long Island, including most of 
Suffolk County, and the southeastern and central 
portions of Nassau County, where 10 branches are 
located. Nassau County has been an area of com- 
mercial, industrial, and residential growth for over 20 
years, and Suffolk County, with three times the land 
area, is now developing rapidly. Since 1950, the popula- 
tion of the Nassau-Suffolk area has grown from 949,- 
000 to over 2.5 million, and the area continues to be 
one of the fastest growing in the country. The economy 
is mixed commercial, industrial, and residential, with 
farming and seaside resort activity contributing greatly 
in Suffolk County. 

Banking competition is intense in the charter bank’s 
service area. Relevant statistics show the charter bank 
competing with 379 commercial bank offices, 26 sav- 
ings bank offices, and 70 savings and loan association 
offices. In addition, the charter bank competes for 
deposits and loans, in New York City, with offices of in- 
stitutions located there. Of 22 commercial banks operat- 
ing in Nassau County, 8 are larger than the charter 
bank, including the large New York City banks, which 
since 1960, have been permitted to branch in Nassau 
County. All eight have over $1 billion in deposits, 
ranging from $16.9 billion held by the Chase Man- 
hattan Bank to the $1.5 billion held by the eighth rank- 
ing bank, almost double the amount held by the 


applicant. In addition, a number of other financial 
institutions also compete in the area. 

The Oceanside National Bank, with IPC deposits 
of about $10.8 million, was organized in 1923. It 
operates three offices, all of which are located in 
Oceanside. 

Oceanside is an unincorporated area in Nassau 
County, primarily a residential and commercial com- 
munity, located 26 miles from Huntington, the home 
office city of the charter bank, and 5 miles from Hemp- 
stead, the site of charter bank’s nearest branch. The 
population has grown from 14,093, in 1950, to 35,915, 
in 1969. Businesses are primarily retail and service es- 
tablishments, employing approximately 3,300. Other 
residents are employed in a wide range of professional 
and business activities, and commute to work in New 
York City or other areas of Long Island. 

Chemical Bank of New York and Peninsula National 
Bank have branches in Oceanside. Additional branch 
offices of commercial and savings banks are located in 
areas adjacent to Oceanside, including six in Rock- 
ville Centre, 1.6 miles north; four in Baldwin, 2.4 miles 
east; one in Island Park, 1.6 miles south; and three in 
East Rockaway, 1.4 miles west. Forty-five banking 
oflSces are located within a 5-mile radius of Oceanside. 
Of 22 commercial banks operating in Nassau County, 
The Oceanside National Bank ranks 21st in size. In 
addition, other financial institutions operate in the 
immediate area. 

Consummation of the merger will convert the offices 
of a very conservative bank to those of a progressive, 
well-managed institution, and will result in more com- 
plete banking services to the public in Oceanside. 
These services will include a larger lending limit, a 
broader range of loans, electronic data processing serv- 
ices, personal and corporate trust services, and the of- 
fering of certificates of deposit. Furthermore, the lack 
of management succession which exists at the Ocean- 
side National Bank will be alleviated. 

Competition will not be adversely affected by this 
merger because the closest offices of the two banks are 
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5 and 7 miles apart, their main offices over 26 miles 
apart, and numerous offices of other institutions oper- 
ate in the intervening areas. Although one banking 
alternative in the general area will be eliminated, more 
than an adequate number of alternatives will remain. 
The resulting institution will continue in ninth posi- 
tion in size, but still will remain far behind the next 
largest bank in footings. The ability of the other 
smaller banks to compete will not be seriously affected. 

It is concluded in the light of the statutory criteria 
that the merger is in the public interest. It is, accord- 
ingly, approved. 

October 27, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The head offices of the two banks are 25 miles apart. 
Security Bank’s Hempstead office, located about 4 
miles north of Oceanside, is the closest Security Bank 
office to Oceanside Bank. Three commercial banking 

* * 


offices are located in the intervening area, however. 
Seven other Nassau County offices of Security Bank, 
all located in the southeastern portion of the county, 
are between 7 and 1 1 miles from an office of Ocean- 
side Bank. Several other commercial bank offices are 
in the intervening area, however. Thus, the merger 
would not eliminate any substantial existing competi- 
tion between the banks. 

Security Bank, the ninth largest of 37 commercial 
banks operating in Nassau and Suffolk counties, and 
second largest headquartered in either of these 
counties, has been expanding rapidly by means of de 
novo branching, as well as by merger. Thus, Security 
Bank is likely to establish a de novo office in closer 
proximity to Oceanside Bank’s offices, absent this 
merger. In view of the relatively small size of Ocean- 
side Bank, as well as the existence of other potential 
entrants, however, the effect of this merger on poten- 
tial competition would not be substantial. 

* 


South Jersey National Bank, Camden, N.J., and The Millville National Bank, Millville, N.J. 



1 

1 

i 

Banking offices 

J^ame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$40, 887, 548 
267, 672, 525 

308,613,435 

4 
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merged Nov. 2^, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (1209). The 

25 




comptroller’s decision 

On May 29, 1969, The Millville National Bank, Mill- 
ville, N.J., and First Camden National Bank and Trust 
Company, Camden, N.J., applied to the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter of the latter £Uid with the title of “South Jersey 
National Bank.” 

First Camden National Bank and Trust Company, 
the charter bank, has IPC deposits of $211.6 million, 
and was originally organized in 1812. It operates 16 
branches in Camden County, N.J., and one in Phil- 
adelphia. 

Camden, N.J., across the Delaware River from Phil- 
adelphia, Pa., has a population of 117,000, and is the 
largest city in southern New Jersey. It is highly indus- 
trialized, with excellent highway, rail, air, and water 
transportation available. Steady employment is fur- 
nished residents of the area by both Camden County- 
and Philadelphia-based firms. The largest employers 
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in the area are Radio Corp. of America and Campbell 
Soup Co., which employ 15,000 and 8,000 people re- 
spectively. Although the city of Camden has not expe- 
rienced any signiticant growth since 1960, the county 
as a whole has grown 20 percent during this period. 
Keen competition is furnished within the area by the 
$309 million Camden Trust Company, Camden, N.J., 
the largest bank in the newly formed Third Banking 
District, and 75 other commercial banks with approxi- 
mately 200 offices within the district. Additional com- 
petition is furnished by 15 commercial banks located in 
Philadelphia, Pa., nine of which are larger than the 
resulting bank. Various mortgage companies, credit 
unions, sales finance companies, personal loan com- 
panies, and savings and loan associations compete in 
the area with the commercial banks for savings dollars 
and profitable loans. 

The Millville National Bank, Millville, N.J., the 
merging bank, has IPC deposits of $32.3 million, and 
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was chartered in 1865. It operates its main office and 
two branches in Cumberland County. 

Millville, N.J., with a population of 22,890, is lo- 
cated in the south-central part of the State, about 40 
miles southeast of Philadelphia and Camden, and 
about the same distance southwest of Atlantic City. 
The area surroxmding Millville is largely agricultural. 
The largest industrial employers in the Millville area 
are Wheaton Glass Co., employing about 2,700 persons, 
and the Armstrong Cork Co., employing about 1,500 
persons. The Millville National Bank is the largest 
bank in Cumberland County, and is the 11th largest 
bank in the Third Banking District. 

The proposed merger will make a broader range of 
banking services available to the residents of the south- 
central part of New Jersey than is now offered by the 
merging institutions. The $270,000 lending limit of 
The Millville National Bank has been inadequate to 
service the borrowing needs of the larger companies in 
the area. The lending limit of the resulting bank will 
be approximately $2.8 million, and, although still too 
small to fully service the needs of the largest companies, 
it should prove adequate to service the individual 
and medium-size businesses in southern New Jersey. 
Furthermore, the resulting bank will also offer resi- 
dents and businesses in the Millville area such addi- 
tional services as revolving check credit, combination 
construction and permanent mortgages, armored car 
service, EDP payroll service, EDP checking account 
reconcilement, and expanded trust services. 

Competition will not be adversely affected by the 
merger. Since the head offices of the two banks are 40 
miles apart, and their nearest branches 27 miles apart, 
there is no present competition between them which 
will be eliminated. The charter bank’s second place 
ranking in size in Camden County and the Third 
Banking District, and its 11th place ranking in the 
Camden-Philadelphia trade area, will not change. Its 
relation to small competitors will not be significantly 
enhanced to their detriment. In Cumberland County 
and the Millville area, there will be no reduction in the 
number of banking alternatives. Potential competition 
in that area will not be affected since the charter bank 
cannot, by law, enter the Millville market through the 
de novo branching route. Present competition in that 
area, which is quite active already, will be stimulated 
through the introduction of the broader range of serv- 
ices and the larger lending limit of the charter bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest, and the 
public application is, therefore, approved. 

September 26, 1969. 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

No significant competition presently exists between 
the banks proposing to merge, primarily because of 
the geographic distance between them. No deposit ac- 
counts in common are reported; a few construction 
loans in Cumberland County have been made by First 
Camden, but none of the banks located there provide 
this service. Other loans extended by First Camden in 
Cumberland County have been scattered, and are not 
considered significant. 

Recent legislation in New Jersey broadens geo- 
graphic areas for bank expansion beyond the former 
limits of county lines by dividing the State into three 
banking districts. Under this law, banks may branch 
within an entire district. However, the law retains 
community-wide home protection against de novo 
branching, and provides branch office protection in 
communities of less than 7,500 persons. 

First Camden’s opportunities for de novo entry into 
Cumberland County appear somewhat limited, but it 
is also a source of potential competiton through acqui- 
sition of one of the county’s smaller banks. 

Merger with one of the smaller banks in the county 
could increase the level of competition therein, as well 
as afford First Camden the entry it seeks. We note that 
each of the three smallest county banks operates an 
office in one of the county’s three large cities, the 
county’s most desirable local banking markets. First 
Camden is clearly a powerful potential competitor in 
whatever market it seeks to enter; should it be per- 
mitted to acquire a substantial bank with a leading 
share of local deposits, such as MNB, there would be a 
likelihood of permanent entrenchment of its position 
as one of the area’s dominating banks. This undesirable 
effect is more probable where State branch banking 
law offers protection against de novo entry by outside 
banking institutions, thereby reducing still further the 
possibility that market forces will lead to deconcentra- 
tion and increased competition for entrenched, leading 
banks in a market. Thus, it is particularly important 
that leading potential entrants such as First Camden 
enter by acquiring the smaller banks in the county, 
rather than the larger ones, and thereby offer potential 
new competition to the county’s largest and ablest 
banks, such as MNB. 

Acquisition of MNB by First Camden could also 
adversely affect potential competition in the Third 
Banking District generally. Under the new banking 
laws, with their greatly broadened sphere of permissible 
branching activity, the largest banks in the district are 
in a position to substantially increase their share of its 
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banking markets. First Camden, the second largest of 
some 74 commercial banks operating in the district, 
controls about 10 percent of total deposits in district 
commercial banks. The five largest of these banks con- 
trol about 42 percent of such deposits. Major merger 
activity by the largest banks could significantly increase 
this percentage, and possibly result in dominance of 
district commercial banking by a few very large institu- 
tions, whose development would preempt the growth 
of a larger number of able, district-wide competitors. 
Such an entrenched market structure, once achieved, 
would tend to be self-perpetuating, particularly in the 
context of continued home and branch office 
protection. 

Acquisition of substantial independent banks, with 
leading shares of their local markets, would give undue 
impetus to the development of such a market structure 

(1) by eliminating banks most able to compete with 
the district’s largest banks in these local markets; and 

(2) by eliminating the possibility that these leading 
local banks might become primary components of new 
banking organizations capable of competing with the 
district’s largest banks for both large and small cus- 
tomers, either through affiliation with one another, or 


with bank holding companies controlling banks in other 
districts. Thus, First Camden’s acquisition of MNB 
(the 11th largest bank in the Third District) would 
eliminate MNB as a possible major participant in a 
banking institution capable of competing with First 
Camden and the other largest Third District banks in 
Millville and Cumberland County, and other relevant 
local markets in the Third District. Such elimination 
is, as already noted, particularly undesirable in the 
context of continued home and branch office protection 
against de novo entry. 

The proposed merger would eliminate First Camden, 
a leading commercial bank in the Third District, as 
one of the most probable potential entrants into Mill- 
ville and Cumberland County through acquisition of a 
smaller bank, thereby enabling it to challenge (rather 
than entrench) MNB’s leading position in these mar- 
kets. In addition, MNB would be eliminated as a 
potential major element in a medium-sized bank com- 
peting, generally, in the Third District. For these 
reasons, we conclude that the proposed merger would 
have a significantly adverse effect on potential com- 
petition in Millville, Cumberland County, and the 
Third District, generally. 


* * » 


Seattle-First National Bank, Seattle, Wash., and Bank of Tacoma, Tacoma, Wash. 




Banking offices 

J^ame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

\ 


$18, 668, 000 

1, 955, 819, 000 

1, 974, 487, 000 

4 


was purchased Nov. 29, 1969, by Seattle-First Nationrd Bank, Seattle, Wash. 
(11280), which had 
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After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 
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comptroller’s decision 

On July 9, 1969, the Seattle-First National Bank, 
Seattle, ’Wash., applied to the Office of the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to purchase the 
assets and assume the liabilities of the Bank of Tacoma, 
Tacoma, Wash. 

The buying bank, the Seattle-First National, with 
IPC deposits of $1.5 billion, is located in Seattle, the 
largest city in the State. This bank, one of four state- 
wide banks in Washington, operates 128 offices in 29 
of the 39 counties in the State. It is not represented 
in the city of Tacoma, although it has offices in nine 
of the other larger cities in the State. The selling bank, 
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the Bank of Tacoma, is located in Tacoma, the third 
largest city in Washington. This bank operates three 
branches in Tacoma and presently has IPC dejiosits of 
$11.9 million. 

The major impact of this proposal will be felt in 
Tacoma, a city of 158,000, which has grown up around 
an excellent harbor. Tacoma is the location of many 
National industries, primarily related to forests and 
forest products and manufacturing, and two large mili- 
tary bases. It is one of the fastest growing areas in 
Washington, and its sound and diverse economy in- 
dicates future prosperity and continued growth. 

Banking competition in Tacoma, or in Pierce 
County, in which it is located, is strong. The selling 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stiouisfed.org/ 

Federai Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



bank competes with four of the largest banks in Wash- 
ington, including the National Bank of Washington, 
with deposits of $387 million; the Puget Sound Na- 
tional Bank, with deposits of $166 million; the Peoples 
National Bank of Washington, with deposits of $389 
million; and the Bank of California of San Francisco, 
Calif., with deposits of $1.4 billion, which has offices 
in both Tacoma and Seattle. The proposal, when con- 
summated, will introduce a fourth major banking 
force in the growing and prosperous city of Tacoma 
without unduly increasing the relative size or strength 
of the charter bank. 

The selling bank, which was organized in 1963, has 
been in existence for less than 10 years. In accordance 
with Washington law, the State Supervisor of Banking 
has granted his permission to the bank to enter into 
the proposed transaction. Although the bank has main- 
tained a satisfactory record of growth and profits, it 
has had difficulty keeping pace with the increasing 
credit demands of the growing industry in its market 
area. It increased its capital three times in 1965 and 
now maintains a very high loan to deposit ratio. Its 
low lending limit is inadequate to meet the needs of 
its customers. Furthermore, the bank has been ham- 
pered by management problems which stem from fric- 
tion among members of the board of directors, 
inadequate training programs, and lack of successor 
management. The bank has had insufficient capital 
resources to provide trust services, economic research 
and counseling, international banking operations, or 
even computer services. 

This proposal will have no adverse competitive ef- 
fects. The banking structure in Washington is suffi- 
ciently diverse to preclude the dominance of any single 
bank in any area of banking. The applicant banks have 
very few common customers and their branches are 
located far enough apart to preclude more than an 
insignificant amount of direct competition between 
them. Furthermore, the charter bank is barred by 
Washington’s home office protection law from branch- 
ing de novo into Tacoma. 

The proposal will affect only the Tacoma area. It 
will introduce into that city an additional aggressive 
bank with sufficient resources to compete with the 
large, full-service institutions presently operating there. 
It will replace the selling bank which, although it is 
presently operating at a profit, finds itself without the 
capital or resources to expand its operation and main- 
tain a competitive stance with the other banks in its 
service area. No competition will be eliminated since 
the service areas of the applicant banks do not over- 
lap; on the contrary, competition in Tacoma is ex- 
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jjected to increase. The entry of the buying bank into 
the Tacoma market will provide an alternative credit 
source of sufficient magnitude to meet the credit re- 
quirements of the expanding local economy. 

In light of the statutory criteria, the proposal ap- 
pears to be in the public interest and without adverse 
competitive effects. It is, therefore, approved. 

October 30, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Both Tacoma Bank and Seattle-First have offices in 
Pierce County, but Seattle-First’s offices are outside 
the city of Tacoma itself. The nearest one is in 
Puyallup, 8 miles east of Tacoma Bank’s closest office, 
and the other is 3 miles further east in Sumner. 

There is some competition between Tacoma Bank 
and Seattle-First which would be eliminated by the 
acquisition. However, there are some intervening bank- 
ing offices between the closest offices of the merging 
banks. 

The four largest banks in Pierce County together 
have over 80 percent of the deposits in the county, 
making it a highly concentrated banking market. 
Within Tacoma itself, the level of concentration is 
even higher. The combined market shares of Tacoma 
Bank (2.8 percent) and Seattle-First (3.1 percent) in 
Pierce County would be 5.9 percent. This merger 
would make the resulting bank the new fourth largest 
bank in the county, and increase the four bank con- 
centration level by over 2 percent. 

Under Washington State law, de novo branching 
is permitted only in incorporated communities with- 
out any banking office. Therefore, Seattle-First would 
only be able to enter the city of Tacoma itself by 
means of an acquisition of an existing bank. As the 
largest bank in the State, Seattle-First would be the 
most likely potential entrant into the city of Tacoma 
by this means. Since it is acquiring the smallest bank 
operating in the city of Tacoma, its entry does not rep- 
resent any significant loss of potential competition in 
that market. 

We should note, however, that this proposed merger 
represents a part of a trend towards concentration of 
bank deposits in the largest Washington commercial 
banks. Seattle-First is the largest banking organization 
in the State; it and one other bank already control 
50 percent of all deposits in the State; and the five 
largest banking organizations control over 66 percent 
of such deposits. 

Hence further acquisitions of viable banks by the 
State’s leading banks tend to increase the existing com- 
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petitive imbalance, and to foreclose potential devel- 
opment of independent banks capable of competing 
with Seattle-First and the other very large banks in 
the State of Washington. The seriousness of these ef- 
fects is enhanced by the fact that de novo entry is 
effectively barred by Washington State law, thereby 


limiting the possibility for competitive forces to reduce 
market power in particular local markets. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the proposed 
acquisition by Seattle-First would have an adverse 
effect on potential competition in the State of 
Washington. 


Hartford National Bank and Trust Company, Hartford, Conn., and Lincoln Bank and Trust Company, Stamford, Conn: 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$29,575,221 

966, 860, 862 

995, 928, 954 

5 


and Hartford National Bank and Trust Company, Hartford, Conn. (1338), which 

! 

45 
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merged Dec. 12, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (1338). The 

50 




comptroller’s decision 

On August 15, 1969, the Hartford National Bank 
and Trust Company, Hartford, Conn., and the 
Lincoln Bank and Trust Company, Stamford, Conn., 
filed an application with the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge under the charter and 
with the title of the former. 

Hartford National Bank and Trust Company, Hart- 
ford, Conn., was organized in 1792, acquired a Na- 
tional charter in 1865, and now holds IPC deposits of 
$720 million. The bank presently operates 42 banking 
offices in six of Connecticut’s eight counties, but con- 
centrated principally in Hartford County in the north- 
central portion of the State, in New London County 
in the southeastern portion of the State, and in Litch- 
field County in the northwestern portion of the State. 
It has received approval to open three additional 
branches. Hartford, with a population estimated at 
163,000, is the State capital, and is an important indus- 
trial and trade center. Manufacturing, especially of 
aircraft engines, parts, and equipment, and nonelectri- 
cal machinery, is of great importance to the local 
economy, while additional employment is found in the 
home offices of many important insurance carriers 
located in the city. In addition, because of the avail- 
ability of excellent transportation facilities, the city 
has developed into an important center for wholesale 
and retail trade activity. In New London County, the 
bank’s trade area is oriented principally toward 
defense-related industrial and service activities. The 
bank’s service areas in Hartford and New London 
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counties have both been marked by strong population 
growth in recent years. In Litchfield County, in north- 
western Connecticut, the bank’s trade area is pre- 
dominantly of a rural-residential nature, but the 
presence of manufacturing establishments producing 
machinery, electrical equipment, instruments, and 
metal products also contribute greatly to the economy. 
In all of these areas, the charter bank competes with 
branches of statewide banks and the offices of locally- 
chartered banks. 

Lincoln Bank and Trust Company, Stamford, Conn., 
was organized in 1918 as a Morris Plan Bank, acquired 
a National charter in 1962, and converted to a State 
charter in 1969. The bank now holds IPC deposits of 
$26 million at its main office and four branches, all 
of which are located in Stamford. Stamford, with a 
population estimated at 112,000, lies in Fairfield 
County in southwestern Connecticut, adjacent to West- 
chester County in New York. The residential towns of 
Darien and New Canaan, both with populations in 
excess of 22,000, are in the vicinity of Stamford. This 
prosperous area has seen rapid population growth in 
recent years, and counts manufacturing as its most 
important activity, with retail and wholesale trade 
activity, as well as financial activity, also making im- 
portant contributions to its economy. Many of the 
inhabitants of this area commute to work in New 
York City. 

There is no direct competition between the merg- 
ing banks whose nearest offices are about 70 miles 
apart. It does not appear likely that competition could 
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develop between these banks. The charter bank is 
precluded by home-office protection provisions of 
Connecticut banking law from de novo branch entry 
into Stamford, where all of the merging bank’s 
branches are located. Entry of the charter bank into 
Greenwich, immediately south of Stamford, would be 
impossible for the same reason. De novo entry, by 
either bank, into New Canaan or Darien, the only 
towns adjoining Stamford into which branch entry 
would be legal, appears remote due to the high ratio 
of banking offices to population in these towns and 
the presence of zoning restrictions which provide little 
room for commercial expansion. Furthermore, due to 
the costs, distances, and legal restrictions involved, 
branch entry by the merging bank into areas now 
served by the charter bank cannot be viewed as a 
realistic possibility. 

Approval of this application will not significantly in- 
crease banking concentration in Connecticut as the 
charter bank’s share of the banking deposits in the 
State will he increased less than 0.1 percent. When the 
merger is consummated, the entry of the charter bank 
into the service area of the merging bank will enhance 
competition with the existing banking offices in this 
area, viz with branches of The State National Bank 
of Connecticut, Bridgeport, Conn., which, with de- 
posits of $319 million, is the fourth largest bank in the 
State; with branches of the Union Trust Company, 
New Haven, Conn., which, with deposits of approxi- 
mately $450 million, is the third largest bank in the 
State; and with The Stamford Fidelity Bank and Trust 
Company, Stamford, Conn., with deposits of $70 
million. The resulting bank will also be in a better 
position to meet the competition from the much larger 
banks based in New York City, which compete for 
the banking business of the commuting residents of 
this area. 

When the merger is consummated, the banking 
public in the service area of the merging bank will 
benefit from the availability of the trust services, inter- 
national banking services, expanded lending services, 
municipal services, and other important banking serv- 
ices which will be made available through the charter 
bank. The resulting bank, with its greater lending 
limit, will be more responsive to the credit demands 


of this community. In addition, effectuation of the 
merger will make available greatly increased manage- 
ment resources now lacking in the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we find that the pro- 
posal is in the public interest and the application is, 
therefore, approved. 

November 6, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

A distance of about 68 miles separates the nearest 
offices of the participating banks, and the head offices 
are some 77 miles apart. Many banks operate in the 
intervening area, moreover, neither participating 
bank draws substantial business from areas immedi- 
ately served by the other. Consequently, it does not 
appear that existing competition will be affected by 
consummation of the proposed transaction. 

Connecticut law does not permit commercial banks 
to branch de novo into townships in which there are 
already located the home offices of other banks. Under 
this law, Stamford is closed to de novo branching by 
Hartford Bank, as is Greenwich, immediately to the 
west. However, Hartford Bank could make de novo 
entry into the townships of New Canaan and Darien 
which are adjacent to Stamford to the east. 

Hartford Bank is a most likely potential entrant into 
the Stamford-New Canaan-Darien area. It is Connect- 
icut’s largest commercial bank and clearly possesses 
the resources for de novo branching. It has also shown 
an inclination toward expansion both via small acqui- 
•sitions and via de novo entry. Since 1964, Hartford 
Bank has opened \2 de novo offices, and currently has 
approval to open three additional such offices. It would 
appear that the Stamford-New Canaan-Darien area is 
growing rapidly and is an attractive banking market 
for entry by Hartford Bank. 

Moreover, the Stamford-New Canaan-Darien bank- 
ing market is concentrated. Six commercial banks, 
controlling total deposits of $382.5 million, operate 
offices in this area. Five of these banks have their head- 
quarters in Stamford. The three largest such banks 
hold some 89.2 percent of all bank deposits, and Lin- 
coln Bank, the fourth largest, holds about 7.1 percent. 

The overall effect of this proposal on competition 
will be adverse. 
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Virginia National Bank, Norfolk, Va., and The First National Bank of Quantico, Quantico, Va. 


Banking offices 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


The First National Bank of Quantico, Quantico, Va. (12477), with 

and Virginia National Bank, Norfolk, Va. (9885), which had 

merged Dec. 19, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (9885). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


$13,948,950 5 

912,331,648 92 

926,284,233 


97 


comptroller’s decision 

On September 2, 1969, Virginia National Bank, 
Norfolk, Va., applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge with The First National 
Bank of Quantico, Quantico, Va., under the charter 
and with the title of the former. 

Virginia National Bank, the charter bank, presently 
operates 89 branches and two military facilities, in 45 
communities scattered throughout most of Virginia. 
The charter bank has total assets of $810 million. Al- 
though essentially a statewide bank, nearly two-thirds 
of its deposits are drawn from the Norfolk and Char- 
lottesville area of the State. The First National Bank 
of Quantico, the merging bank, was established in 
1923. This bank, with total assets of $13 million, is 
headquartered in Quantico, and operates three 
branches and a military facility in Prince William 
County. Ten years ago the merging bank was the 
largest bank in the county. Today it is the smallest 
of the four banks operating in the county. 

The charter and merging banks are not in competi- 
tion with each other, nor are they likely to compete in 
the future. Under Virginia law, the charter bank can- 
not branch de novo into Prince William County. The 
nearest offices of the charter bank to the merging bank 
are those in Alexandria and Arlington County, the 
closest of which is 17 road-miles from the merging 
bank’s Woodbridge office. While not lessening existing 
competition, consummation of the proposed merger 
will strengthen competition among banks in Prince 
William County by substituting a strong successful bank 
for a less progressive one. 

In addition to strengthening competition among 
banks in Prince William County, consummation of the 
proposed merger will serve the convenience and needs 
of its citizens. The merging bank has experienced dif- 
ficulty attracting and keeping executive personnel. 
The bank’s present executive officer is on loan from 
the charter bank. By contrast, the charter bank has 
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demonstrated its ability to attract and retain top and 
midlevel management of the highest caliber. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will enable 
the resulting bank to offer many sophisticated services 
that the merging bank has not been in a position to 
provide. The merger will also bring to Prince William 
County a banking institution that has demonstrated 
civic responsibility in all the communities it serves 
throughout Virginia. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest 
and the application is, therefore, approved. 

November 19, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The nearest offices of VNB to Prince William 
County are the 1 1 offices recently acquired by merger 
with Commonwealth National Bank of Arlington, 
located in Arlington, Falls Church, and Alexandria. 
Quantico Bank’s head office is more than 25 miles 
from any of those 1 1 offices, while the nearest branch 
of Quantico Bank is 17 miles from a VNB office. 
Within the intervening area are numerous banking 
alternatives. It is felt, therefore, that no substantial 
amount of direct competition will be eliminated by 
this merger. 

Banking in Prince William County is concentrated. 
Four banks serve the county through 24 offices. Two 
of them are affiliates of major holding companies: 
American Bank ($24.3 million in deposits), an affiliate 
of Virginia Commonwealth Bankshares, is the largest 
bank in the county; emd National Bank of Manassas 
($14.9 million in deposits), an affiliate of First Vir- 
ginia Bankshares, is the third largest bank in the county. 
In addition to Quantico, there is one other independ- 
ent bank in the county: Peoples National Bank of 
Manassas. Of the four banks in the county, Quantico 
Bank has the smallest market share. 

Under Virginia law, a bank headquartered in a city 
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may only branch de novo into contiguous cities or 5 
miles into contiguous counties, and a bank headquar- 
tered in a county may branch into contiguous cities but 
not into contiguous counties. Thus, VNB, headquar- 
tered in Norfolk, may only branch de novo into areas 
contiguous to Norfolk, and it may enter Prince William 
County only by acquisition. Furthermore, it may not 
open new offices in Prince William County after such 
a merger. 

However, denial of this merger request would not 
necessarily exclude VNB from Prince William County. 
VNB could enter this rapidly growing but concen- 
trated market by establishing a bank holding company 
and chartering a new bank as a subsidiary of the hold- 
ing company. (Six of the largest banking organizations 

* * 


in Virginia consist of holding companies and their sub- 
sidiary banks.) In view of the projected economic 
growth of Prince William County, VNB’s resources 
and capabilities, the proximity of VNB offices in 
Arlington, Falls Church, and Alexandria, and its 
demonstrated interest in expanding its office network 
into Northern Virginia markets, VNB must be re- 
garded as one of the most likely potential entrants into 
Prince William County. Consummation of the instant 
merger would eliminate such potential competition. 

Accordingly, we conclude that elimination of VNB 
as a potential entrant into Prince William County, via 
the holding company route, would have at least some 
adverse effect on potential competition in that rapidly 
growing but concentrated market. 
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The First Jersey National Bank, Jersey City, N.J., and Bank of Commerce, Newark, N.J. 


Name nj bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin, 

In 

operation 

? offices 

To be 
operated 


$71, 455, 473 
408, 151,084 

479, 606, 557 

6 


and The First Jersey National Bank, Jersey City, N.J. (374), which had 

merged Dec. 26, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (374). The 

12 

j 

18 




comptroller’s decision 

On August 18, 1969, The First Jersey National Bank, 
Jersey City, Hudson County, N.J., with IPC deposits 
of $341.9 million, and the Bank of Commerce, Newark, 
Essex County, N.J., with IPC deposits of $51.2 million, 
applied to the Office of the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge under the charter and 
with the title of the former. 

The First Jersey National Bank was chartered 
April 9, 1864 under the name of the First National 
Bank of Jersey City. It remained so until July 1, 1968, 
when the name was changed to The First Jersey Na- 
tional Bank. The bank presently has total resources 
of $438.8 million, and operates, in addition to its main 
office, 1 1 full-time branches plus a facility at the Mili- 
tary Ocean Terminal in Bayonne. 

Jersey City, the headquarters of the charter bank, 
is located in the center of Hudson County, directly 
across the Hudson River from lower Manhattan. The 
county, which is a peninsula, has a population of over 
600,000 people, and its largest city, Jersey City, has 
a population in excess of 250,000 persons. The county 


is primarily industrial, with over 30 percent of its 44 
square miles of land area devoted to industrial pur- 
poses. Manufacturing in Hudson County produces 
electronics, wearing apparel, metals, machinery, and 
chemicals. This accounts for $100 million in annual 
payrolls. Although heavily industrialized, the county 
has experienced little economic growth in the last 20 
years, and in recent years, the population has declined 
slightly. A large portion of its land area is low meadows, 
flooded by coastal tidewater. Development of such land 
appears ready to take place in the near future, in view 
of the growing industrial and residential needs of bur- 
geoning metropolitan New York City. Industry regards 
it as prime land because of its proximity to the Hudson 
River and Newark Bay, both of which accommodate 
ocean navigating vessels. Residential developers plan 
high-rent apartments, capitalizing on the county’s near- 
ness and accessibility to New York City, and the in- 
ability of New York to meet its own housing demands. 

The Bank of Commerce, the merging bank, is a six- 
branch institution, with total assets of $67.5 million, 
operating wholly within Newark, N.J. The bank was 
chartered in April 1902, as the West Side Trust Com- 
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pany. On November 23, 1956, it merged with the Bank 
of Commerce, under the charter of the West Side Trust 
Company, and assumed its present title. 

Newark, with an estimated population of 410,000, 
is the most populous city in New Jersey, and the 30th 
largest city in the Nation. Located in Essex County, in 
the heart of industrialized northeast New Jersey, and 
less than 2 miles from New York City, Newark is the 
industrial and transportation center, as well as the 
leading financial city in the State. With a 612-acre 
port, Newark can handle ocean navigating vessels. 
Newark Airport, currently one of the Nation’s busiest, 
anticipates continued need by the surrounding com- 
munities, and therefore has embarked on a $270 mil- 
lion expansion plan to increase capacity by 50 percent. 
Industrially, the city numbers among the top 30 
mimicipalities in the United States in production per 
square mile. The industries concentrate primarily in 
chemicals, metals, machinery, electrical goods, tex- 
tiles, printing, and foodstuffs. Not the least significant 
fact is that Newark is a leading brewery center. P. Bal- 
lentine & Son is headquartered in the city; Pabst Blue 
Ribbon and Anheuser-Busch presently are investing 
$60 million in production facilities. As a financial cen- 
ter, Newark boasts the State’s three largest commercial 
banks, the largest savings and loan association, and the 
largest savings bank, as well as the headquarters of 
four major insurance companies and the principal 
office of the Hospital and Medical Service Plans of 
New Jersey. The city also serves as a major cultural 
center for New Jersey, with a large, modem branch of 
Rutgers University, an engineering college, and the 
New Jersey College of Medicine and Dentistry. 
Consideration of Newark with its first-class location, 
resources of people, transportation facilities, and 
economic capabilities would not be complete without 
pointing out that it is also a model example of a city 
beset by urban blight. However, assisted by Federal 
and State aid, the city presently is undergoing a resi- 
dential, commercial, and industrial redevelopment 
encompassing more than 2,500 acres which, when com- 
pleted in 1975, will represent an investment in excess 
of $1 billion of public and private funds. 

There is no significant competition between the ap- 
plicant institutions. Because New Jersey banking law 
forbade intercounty branching prior to July 17, 1969, 
neither bank was able to move into the other’s terri- 
tory'. Moreover, the Bank of Commerce, with all six 
branches in Newark, chose to localize its activities to 
the immediate city. Although the Harrison branch of 
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The First Jersey National Bank is but 1 mile from the 
principal office of the Bank of Commerce, the main 
offices of the two institutions are 7 miles apart. Dis- 
tance in this case is misleading since Hudson County 
and, more specifically, Jersey City are separated from 
Newark by Newark Bay and the two rivers that dis- 
charge into the Bay. In retrospect, it appears that the 
pre-July 1969 banking law, the topography of the area, 
and the presence of numerous other large institutions 
which extend credit and services in northern New Jer- 
sey and nearby New York City account for the present 
lack of competition between the institutions. The ap- 
plicants have only eight mutual borrowers, with total 
borrowings of $3 million ; five of these eight are finance 
companies, which, by their nature, seek out many lines 
of credit. Competitive overlap of depositors between 
the two institutions is minimal. First Jersey is said to 
obtain about 3 percent of its deposits and 4 percent of 
its loans from Essex County; Bank of Commerce ob- 
tains less than 1 percent of its business from outside 
Essex County. While the new banking law allows the 
Bank of Commerce and First Jersey National Bank to 
branch into the other’s service area, this does not ap- 
pear to be practical. Commerce has neither the capital 
resources nor the management capability to permit 
such an aggressive plan. The First Jersey National 
Bank, while having the capital, would have very lim- 
ited access to Essex County due to the home office 
protection rule. Only the small communities of 
Verona and Irvington, where no other bank has a 
home office, are available for branching purposes. 

Approval of the proposed merger will not adversely 
affect area competition, nor will it unduly concentrate 
assets in the resulting bank. This application, if it is 
to be assessed realistically, must be viewed in its rela- 
tion to metropolitan New York City. In the boroughs 
of Manhattan and Brooklyn there are 40 commercial 
banks recording total domestic deposits of $62.8 billion. 
Essex County currently has 17 commercial banks, with 
113 offices, and total deposits in excess of $2.4 billion; 
five savings banks, with deposits of $1.4 billion; and 
42 savings and loan associations, with aggregate de- 
posits of $1.3 billion. In the immediate trade area of 
Newark, the merging bank is only a slight competitor in 
its own market. It is a $67 million bank situated in a 
city with the State’s three largest commercial institu- 
tions, the $764 million First National State Bank, the 
$619 million Fidelity Union Trust Company, and the 
$600 million National Newark and Essex. Together, 
the three banks have almost $2 billion in deposits, 
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which is practically all of the deposits of the city, 
and 15 percent of the $13.2 billion aggregate deposits 
of all New Jersey commercial banks. The addition of 
the $438 million charter bank into the Newark area 
certainly will not repress competition by unduly con- 
centrating assets. On the contrary, it will strengthen 
rivalry by providing a \'iable competitor for three other 
Newark banks. 

The merger is expected to be highly beneficial to 
the inhabitants of the resultant bank’s service area. It 
will replace a small and relatively ineffective competitor 
with a highly competitive, full-service institution which 
will act as a catalyst to intensify competition among 
the other Essex County banks, especially the three 
large Newark banks. Likewise, the merger is a feasible 
alternative for the charter bank which is forbidden to 
branch into Newark under the home office protection 
clause of New Jersey’s branching law. 

The benefits from the merger will be innumerable. 
The management succession problem of the Bank 
of Commerce will be resolved. The merger will provide 
an alternative to the borrowing needs of the larger 
businesses in the area who presently look to the large 
Newark or New York City banlcs. The resulting bank 
will have a full scale trust department, whereas the 
merging bank had only a part-time trust officer. The 
customers of the resulting bank will be able to obtain 
Master Charge credit cards. Also, customers of tlie 
bank will be offered electronic data processing services. 
Additional services of First Jersey National include a 
travel service, a wide variety of savings and deposit 
programs, and an international division. Furthermore, 
the area development staff of the resulting bank, which 
assists industrial and commercial development, should 
be a welcome addition to the Newark community, to 
assist in effectuating and continuing the success of the 
urban renewal program now in progress. 

Applying the statutoiv' criteria to the proposed 
merger, we find that it is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

November 20, 1969. 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Although the merging banks are in different coun- 
ties and metropolitan centers, their primary service 
areas are adjacent and closely connected by major 
railroads, including the Hudson “Tubes”, and nu- 
merous bridges and highways, including the Pulaski 
Skyway and the New Jersey Turnpike. 

Three of First Jersey’s branches, in Kearney and 
Harrison, are close to the county line, at distances of 
3,000 feet, 1, and 2 miles, respectively, from Com- 
merce’s head office in downtown Newark. First Jersey 
derives approximately $11.5 million in deposits, and 
$8.7 million in loans, from Essex County. There is, 
thus, a significant amount of direct competition be- 
tween the two banks that will be eliminated by the 
proposed merger. 

Both metropolitan areas here are highly concentra- 
ted. In the Jersey City SMSA, the four largest of 11 
banks hold about 80 percent of total deposits and 
IPC demand deposits ; of these First Jersey is the largest, 
with about one-third of total deposits and IPC demand 
deposits. 

In the adjoining Newark SMSA, the three largest 
of 41 banks hold about 50 percent of total deposits 
and about 53 percent of IPC demand deposits. Com- 
merce is the fifth largest bank; it ha-s, however, only 
1.6 percent total deposits and IPC demand deposits. 

Under recent changes in New Jersey banking law, 
First Jersey is permitted to open bank offices in Essex 
County. The possibility of meaningful de novo entry, 
however, is substantially limited by the home office 
protection provisions of the new law which foreclose 
the opening of new offices in the city of Newark area 
and limit de novo opportunities to two relatively small 
suburban communities. 

De novo entry by Commerce into Hudson County is 
now also permissible; ’oecause of its relative size and 
growth rate, however, it cannot be regarded as among 
the most likely entrants into the area. 

The proposed merger will eliminate some direct and 
potential competition in metropolitan Newark, and 
may have some adverse effect on competition. 
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United States National Bank, San Diego, Calif., and Bank of Santa Ana, Santa Ana, Calif. 


Banking offices 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


Bank’of Santa Ana, Santa Ana, Calif., with 

and United States National Bank, San Diego, Calif. (10391), which had 

merged Dec. 29, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (10391). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


$20, 523, 465 2 

508, 125, 667 54 

515,818,939 


56 


comptroller’s decision 

On October 3, 1969, the Bank of Santa Ana, Santa 
Ana, Calif., and United States National Bank, San 
Diego, Calif., applied to the Office of the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter and with the title of the latter. 

The United States National Bank, with IPC de- 
posits of $323 million, was first established in 1913. In 
addition to its main office, it operates 12 branches in 
San Diego County, 10 in Orange Coimty, 27 in Los 
Angeles County, one in Riverside County, and two in 
San Bernardino County. 

The service area of the charter bank encompasses 
all of San Diego County, with a population of 1.3 
million, approximately one-half of whom reside in the 
city of San Diego. It also covers the counties of Orange, 
Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino. This 
five-county area has enjoyed dynamic growth, and 
represents the four primary market areas of Southern 
California. The economic base of San Diego, Orange, 
and Los Angeles counties is stable and highly diversi- 
fied in agriculture, industry, foreign and domestic 
finance and trade, and many other commercial and 
service activities, including aircraft and aerospace 
research and development, fishing, tourism, oil pro- 
duction, manufacturing of all types, military establish- 
ments, and retail trade. The inland counties of 
Riverside and San Bernardino are alike, both geo- 
graphically, and economically, and are officially 
designated as a standard metropolitan statistical 
area. Portions of these counties are mountainous 
and dotted with lakes, streams, and rivers, making 
them ideal resort and vacation areas. The counties 
have significant manufacturing facilities and large mili- 
tary installations within their boundaries. The econ- 
omy of this area is principally dependent on wholesale 
and retail trade, with significant contributions from 
manufacturing, service industries, and construction. 

The merging Bank of Santa Ana, with IPG deposits 
of $20 million, was organized in 1961. It operates one 
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branch in Santa Ana, about 3 miles to the south of its 
head office, and has applied for permission to establish 
a second branch in Santa Ana. The bank has experi- 
enced satisfactory growth since its inception. This 
growth has not, however, been commensurate with 
the growth of the area it serves. While the bank con- 
ducts a general banking business, its commercial loans 
are oriented to real estate investments and transactions, 
and it does not provide trust services. The bank has 
limited lending capabilities and lacks full-service fa- 
cilities. It is presently faced with a management suc- 
cession problem. 

A survey of deposit accounts conducted by the merg- 
ing bank designates the Anaheim-Santa Ana-Garden 
Grove SMSA as the primary service area of the bank. 
This area comprises 782 square miles and has a popu- 
lation of 1.3 million, an increase of almost 600,000 
people since 1960. This area has close economic and 
social ties with all of the counties in Southern Cali- 
fornia, and its residents enjoy a high degree of mobility 
resulting from the highly developed network of free- 
ways and expressways throughout Los Angeles and 
Orange counties. This social and economic inter- 
change, and ease of travel, make financial institutions 
in the Los Angeles-Long Beach SMSA readily avail- 
able banking alternatives. The Anaheim-Santa Ana- 
Garden Grove Metropolitan Area is the second fastest 
growing metropolitan area in California. The economy 
of this area, which is the same as Orange County where 
it is located, can be best described as dynamic. Orange 
County, as a whole, has experienced phenomenal resi- 
dential, commercial, and industrial growth since 1950, 
during which time its population has increased from 
216,000 to a presently estimated 1.4 million. The eco- 
nomic emphasis has shifted from a predominantly agri- 
cultural economy to one well diversified in industry, 
manufacturing, services, and tourism. 

There are 192 banking offices of 19 commercial 
banks within Orange County. In addition, there are 
59 offices of 37 savings and loan associations and many 
other financial institutions in the county. In an area 
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extending approximately 2 miles from the offices of 
the merging bank, there are 36 offices of 14 banks, in- 
cluding offices of California’s largest statewide banks. 
The Bank of Santa Ana holds approximately 1 percent 
of the total commercial bank deposits in Orange 
Coimty. The charter bank, through its 10 offices oper- 
ating in the area, holds slightly less than 3.5 percent of 
the total commercial bank deposits in this market area. 
The resulting bank will have about 4.5 percent of the 
total bank deposits in the area. 

Because of the common ownership and control of 
the participating banks, there is no competition pres- 
ently existing between them to be eliminated by con- 
summation of this merger. Moreover, the lending 
activities of the merging bank are principally geared 
to the small borrower, while the charter bank concen- 
trates on the commercial and wholesale side of bank- 
ing, as well as the retail side. In a sense, the banks 
could offer alternative banking sources to retail bank- 
ing customers. Plowever, there is an impressive number 
of banking alternatives in the area. What is needed is 
another viable and aggressive institution which will 
provide full banking services and strong competition 
to the larger banks in the area to help maintain a 
healthy competitive climate. 

The impact of this merger on competition will not 
be adverse. Although one bank will be eliminated by 
the merger, a larger bank, more capable of competing 
with the much larger statewide banks operating in 
Orange County, will replace it. The combined institu- 
tion will, however, still be far behind the Bank of 
America NT&SA, with 65 offices in the county. Secu- 
rity Pacific National Bank, with 38 offices; United Cal- 
ifornia Bank, with 26 offices; and Crocker-Citizens 
National Bank, with 15 offices. The merger will have 
no competitive impact on the other market areas of the 
charter bank, which include the intensely banked Los 
Angeles and San Diego market areas. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will benefit 
the communities in which the resulting bank will oper- 
ate by introducing an institution capable of accom- 
modating all legitimate credit requests. This merger 
will, besides solving the management succession prob- 
lem at the merging bank, make available to the clien- 
tele of the Bank of Santa Ana the more sophisticated 
and extended services which the charter bank now 
offers to its customers, including trust services. Econ- 
omies of scale from the combined operation will result. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, this 


merger is deemed to be in the public interest. The ap- 
plication is, therefore, approved. 

November 26, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

U.S. National has 10 branches in the Anaheim- 
Santa Ana-Garden Grove SMSA; four of them are at 
distances of 1.1 to 5 miles from Santa Ana’s main office. 

Because of their geographic proximity, the two 
banks provide convenient alternatives to banking cus- 
tomers in the city of Santa Ana. Thus, the banks are 
in direct competition with another; this compe- 
tition would be eliminated by the proposed merger. 
However, the area served by the two banks is also 
served by numerous offices of other banks, including 
the three largest California branch banking institutions. 

The application claims, however, that there is a sig- 
nificant overlap of ownership interest in the two hanks, 
attributable to the direct and indirect stock holdings 
of the present president and chairman of the board of 
U.S. National. No information is provided in the ap- 
plication, however, as to the time or circumstances 
under which these overlapping interests arose. From 
other information, we have concluded that any 
common ownership arose quite recently. Therefore, 
since this common ownership probably came about in 
contemplation of the proposed merger, should this 
merger not go through, it is likely that the common 
ownership will soon dissolve. Therefore, we believe 
the competitive factors should be considered. 

In the Anaheim-Santa Ana-Garden Grove SMSA, 
the market shares of the applicant banks are relatively 
limited. The 10 branches of U.S. National hold $36 
million, or 2.2 percent of total deposits, and $15 mil- 
lion, or 2.4 percent, of IPG demand deposits; Santa 
Ana’s two offices hold only $15 million, less than 
1 percent of total deposits, and $8.4 million, or 1.4 per- 
cent of IPG demand deposits. The three largest banks 
in the SMSA, however, hold 70 percent of total de- 
posits and 66 percent of IPG demand deposits. Within 
the city of Santa Ana, U.S. National already has one 
office and it has four others in the vicinity. However, 
within Santa Ana, four other banks hold over 70 per- 
cent of commercial bank deposits, while Santa Ana 
Bank held around 5 percent. Altogether, 13 banks 
presently serve the city of Santa Ana; many are 
branches of major State or regional banks. Therefore, 
the increase in concentration which will result from 
this merger is not likely to be substantial. 

* 
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Old National Bank of Washington, Spokane, Wash., and Kennewick National Bank, Kennewick, Wash. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin 

In 

operation 

S offices 

To be 
operated 


$3, 151, 116 

290,858,327 
294, 009, 443 

1 


was purchased Dec, 30, 1969, by Old National Bank of Washington, Spokane, 

37 


After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 

38 


comptroller’s decision 

On June 30, 1969, Old National Bank of Wash- 
ington, Spokane, Spokane, Wash., applied to the 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to purchase the assets and assume the liabilities 
of Kennewick National Bank, Kennewick, Wash. 

Spokane, home of the applicant bank, has a popula- 
tion of 190,000, making it the second largest city in 
the State. It is approximately 285 miles east of 
Seattle and 17 miles west of the Idaho State line. It 
is the heart of the region called the “Inland Empire”, 
which includes eastern Washington, northern Idaho, 
and western Montana and supports an aggregate 
population of 1.2 million. The local economy is diversi- 
fied but stable, being maintained primarily by lumber- 
ing, mining, agriculture, and the raising of livestock. 
There are more than 41,000 farms in the “Inland 
Empire”, which, in 1968, had a cash income of some 
$600 million. The forest products industry has a 
stimulating impact, with a payroll of $120 million dis- 
tributed among 28,000 workers. Manufacturing, while 
still second to agriculture and its related activities, is 
increasing, and now accounts for annual wages of 
some $100 million. Presently, over 350 manufactur- 
ing firms in and around Spokane employ about 13,000 
people. Fairchild Air Force Base, with 4,700 perma- 
nent military and civilian personnel, and an annual 
payroll of $27 million, is 15 miles west of the city. Four 
transcontinental railroads, three airlines, and 35 
carrier trucking firms serve the city’s transportation 
needs. 

Old National Bank of Washington, Spokane, the 
charter bank, was organized in 1891, and presently has 
IPG deposits of $232 million in its head office and 37 
branches. It has the largest branch system in eastern 
Washington, and is the fifth largest bank in the State. 
It is a subsidiary of Washington Bancshares, Inc., 
Spokane, Wash., a registered bank holding company 
which controls one other bank, the First National Bank 

132 


of Spokane, a $35 million institution with five 
branches. 

Kennewick, the home of the selling bank, has a 
population of 17,000 people, and is situated some 150 
miles southwest of Spokane and 230 miles southeast 
of Seattle, at the junction of Columbia and Yakima 
rivers. It is but one of three cities built around the 
concourse of the two rivers. Aggregately, Kennewick 
and the other two cities, Richland and Pasco, support 
over 100,000 people through agricultural and industrial 
activities. Two decades ago, this region was largely 
wasteland, but the institution of the Columbia Basin 
Project has helped to transform the area into pro- 
ductive farm land and a thriving manufacturing cen- 
ter. The Columbia River, navigable from the Pacific 
Ocean, the local Hanford Plutonium Plant, and an 
adequate source of water, have attracted some of the 
largest firms in the country, including U.S. Rubber 
Co., Atlantic-Richfield Corp., and Battelle Northwest 
Laboratories. These enterprises collectively employ 
almost 9,000 of the local citizenry. This is considered 
the fastest growing area in Washington and the recent 
construction of several hotels, hospitals, shopping cen- 
ters, and industrial plants reinforces the present eco- 
nomic activity of the region. 

The Kennewick National Bank, the selling institu- 
tion, with IPC deposits of $2.4 million, was organized 
in 1965 under the guidance of the applicant bank. The 
goals of the selling bank are still largely unrealized. 
Deposits have been far lower than expected, earnings 
have been small, and no cash dividends have been paid 
to date. Until 2 years ago, excessive loan loss was a 
serious problem, but with the applicant bank manage- 
ment virtually taking over all the affairs of the selling 
bank, this problem has now been solved. Decisions of 
consequence are presently made by the applicant bank’s 
management. The proposed acquisition will have little 
if any effect on competition between the two banks. 
Although the charter bank operates two facilities in 
Pasco and one in Richland, all of which are less than 
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10 miles from the selling bank in Kennewick, the 
Columbia and Yakima rivers offer a natural physical 
barrier to competitive interaction. A more important 
consideration is the present ties that exist between the 
management of the purchasing and selling banks. This 
has ser\'ed to limit the effective competition between 
the two institutions. 

The purchase of Kennewick National Bank will not 
unduly concentrate assets in the resulting bank, nor 
adversely affect the banking structure in the selling 
bank’s trade area. The purchasing bank, with total 
deposits of $262 million, is the fifth largest bank in 
the State, holding approximately 6 percent of the 
statewide deposits. With the selling bank having total 
deposits of $2.9 million, which represents 0.1 percent 
of total State deposits, the resulting bank’s asset struc- 
ture remains virtually the same. The trade area of 
the selling bank, embracing the cities of Kennewick, 
Pasco, and Richland, is served by offices of six com- 
mercial banks, including the State’s two largest insti- 
tutions, Seattle-First National, with a branch in each 
tri-city, and National Bank of Commerce of Seattle, 
with branches in Kennewick and Richland. Together, 
the branches of these two banks alone account for $68 
million of the area’s deposits. Consummation of the 
proposed merger will add only the selling bank’s $2.8 
million in deposits to the $10 million deposited in the 
Pasco and Richland branches of the purchasing bank. 

The competition eliminated by the acquisition will 
be negligible, and more than offset by the advantages 
that evolve. The management problems that presently 
exist will be resolved. Also, the people of Kennewick 
will be served by an institution that can offer more 
services than the selling bank presently affords. The 
applicant, in maintaining the selling bank as a branch, 
can more effectiveh' serve Kennewick and its inhabi- 


tants, thereby overcoming the natural barrier of the 
rivers and their bridges, which limit access to and 
from the city. 

Therefore, considered in light of the statutory cri- 
teria, this merger is judged to be in the public interest 
and is approved. 

November 24, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENER.4L 

Old National, fifth largest bank in the State of 
Washington, maintains two branches in Pasco, 4 miles 
from Kennewick; a branch in Richland, 9 miles 
northwest; £md another in Benton City, 20 miles west 
of Kennewick. Three of the largest banks in Washing- 
ton State, based in Seattle and Tacoma, are repre- 
sented by branches in Pasco, Kennewick, and Rich- 
land. Total deposits in the Tri-City area amount to 
$87.5 million. Eighty-five percent is shared by National 
Bank of Commerce, Seattle First National, and 
Peoples National Bank of Washington. Old National’s 
share is 11.7 percent, and Kennewick Bank’s 3.2 
percent. 

Although Old National’s concentrated banking 
position in the State will not be affected, the proposed 
acquisition will eliminate the only independent bank 
remaining in the Tri-City area, as well as such compe- 
tition as presently exists between Kennewick Bank and 
branches of Old National and others situated nearby. 

Under State law, the entry of another bank into 
Kennewick or the Tri-City area by de novo branching 
is prohibited. Remington Rev. Wash. Stat. 30.40.020. 
Hence, a bank not presently serving this area can enter 
only by acquiring an existing bank. This merger will 
eliminate all other statewide banks not presently serv- 
ing this area from the opportunity of serving this area 
by acquiring Kennewick Bank. 


ZioNs First National Bank, Salt Lake City, Utah, and Utah National Bank of Provo, Provo, Utah 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$7, 225, 000 

247, 538, 000 
254, 763, 000 

1 


was purchased Dec. 30, 1969, by Zions First National Bank, Salt Lake City, Utah 

14 


After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 


15 
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comptroller’s decision 

On June 26, 1969, Zions First National Bank, Salt 
Lake City, Utah, applied to the Office of the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to purchase the 
assets and assume the liabilities of Utah National Bank 
of Provo, Provo, Utah. 

Zions First National Bank, the purchasing bank, with 
IPC deposits of $172.8 million, was organized in 1890. 
In addition to its head office in downtown Salt Lake 
City, this bank operates 14 branches, all but two of 
which are situated in Salt Lake County. 

The purchasing bank primarily serves metropolitan 
Salt Lake City, which includes Salt Lake County and 
the southern part of Davis County, although it has 
no offices in that latter county. It also serves Spanish 
Fork, Utah, which is 65 miles south, through one 
branch, and Heber City, Utah, 50 miles southeast, by 
another branch office. Salt Lake City, the county seat 
of Salt Lake County, and the State capital, has an 
estimated metropolitan population of 490,000. It is 
Utah’s major population, industrial and commercial 
center. The economy of the general vicinity is widely 
diversified in mining, manufacturing, transportation, 
agriculture, commerce, and military activities. Compet- 
ing in this densely populated area are nine other banks, 
including offices of Utah’s largest statewide banks. 
Although the purchasing bank is the third largest bank 
in the State, its operations are confined primarily to 
the Salt Lake City area. A number of other financial 
institutions also compete with the purchasing bank. 

Utah National Bank of Provo, the selling bank, has 
IPC deposits of $4.9 million, and is a unit bank 
chartered in 1962. This bank has a high proportion 
of classified assets, is inadequately staffed, and its man- 
agement is lacking in experience. It is not a full-service 
institution. Its lending limit appears inadequate to 
service its community’s need for larger loans. 

Provo, the home of the selling bank, is the county 
seat of Utah County, and the third largest city in 
Utah, with an estimated population of 44,200. Located 
about 45 miles south of Salt Lake City, Provo serves as 
a trading center for a population estimated at 124,966. 
While the Provo area is an important industrial area, 
the rest of Utah County is an important agricultural 
area of the State. Brigham Young University, with 
23,000 students, and Utah Technical College are also 
located in Provo. 

In addition to the selling bank, which has total 
deposits of $7 million. First Security Bank of Utah, 
N.A., the State’s largest bank, with total deposits of 
$532.6 million; Walker Bank and Trust Company, the 
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State’s second largest bank, with total deposits of $279.5 
million; Central Bank and Trust Company, with total 
deposits of $23.1 million; and the Orem State Bank, 
with total deposits of $4.2 million, compete in the 
area. Other financial institutions are also operative 
here. 

The proposed transactions will benefit the Provo 
area by introducing, in place of the limited selling 
bank, another full-service institution capable of ade- 
quately serving the area’s banking needs. The buying 
bank will be able to provide its Provo office with ex- 
perienced management and adequate office staff. The 
need for refurbishing the existing banking facilities of 
the selling institution will also be met. 

Competition will not be adversely affected by the 
transaction. Because the service areas of the two banks 
are widely separated, there is little competition be- 
tween them. Such competition as there is between the 
selling bank and the closest two offices of the purchas- 
ing institution, which are about 12 miles apart, is 
deemed insignificant. Because of the small size of the 
selling bank in relation to the buying institution, there 
will be no effect in the Salt Lake City area. In the 
Provo area the merger will introduce an office of the 
State’s third largest bank to compete with existing 
offices of the State’s first and second largest banks. 
Through this acquisition, the purchasing bank will be- 
come more truly a statewide institution, with offices in 
two of the larger economic centers of the State, rather 
than a regional institution, with activities confined to 
but one section of the State. Its position as third largest 
bank in the State will remain unchanged. 

Because of the peculiarities of the Utah statutes, 
this proposal cannot have an adverse effect on poten- 
tial competition. Under the home office protection 
provision of State law, as long as Utah National Bank 
of Provo remains an independent organization, no 
other bank may open a de novo branch in the city. 
When the office of Utah National becomes a branch 
of the acquiring bank, the city will be open to de novo 
branching. Already, three banks have filed applications 
for four branches in Provo, thereby stimulating the 
competitive banking structure in the area. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, this 
merger is judged to be in the public interest and is, 
therefore, approved. 

August 19, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The closest office of Zions National to Provo is lo- 
cated 12 miles to the south in Spanish Fork. There is 
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one bank in the intervening area. The proposed merger 
would not appear to eliminate a significant amount of 
existing competition. 

Under Utah law, no bank may open a de novo 
branch office in Provo while Utah National remains 
an independent, locally-headquartered bank. Thus, 
while Zions National has the resources to be considered 
among likely potential entrants, it is legally barred 
from entering at the present time. Should Utah Na- 


tional became affiliated with any other bank, Zions 
National would be among the most likely potential 
de novo entrants into Provo. In view of its relatively 
modest resources, Utah National does not appear to be 
a likely de novo entrant into areas served by Zions 
National. 

The proposed merger would eliminate home office 
protection from Provo, enabling any bank in the State 
to open new offices in the city. 


* * * 


Bellefontaine National Bank, Bellefontaine, Ohio, and The Farmers Banking Company, West Liberty, Ohio 


Marne of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


Banking offices 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


The Farmers Banking Company, West Liberty, Ohio, with 

and Bellefontaine National Bank, Bellefontaine, Ohio (13749), which had 

merged Dec. 31, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (13749). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


$3, 548, 747 
13, 994, 116 

17, 542, 863 


comptroller’s decision 

On September 30, 1969, The Farmers Banking Com- 
pany, West Liberty, Ohio, and the Bellefontaine Na- 
tional Bank, Bellefontaine, Ohio, applied to the Office 
of the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter and with the title of the 
latter. 

Bellefontaine National Bank, with IPC deposits of 
$10.3 million, was chartered in 1933. It operates one 
in-town drive-in branch and has one out-of-town 
branch approved, but unopened in East Liberty. 

The Farmers Banking Company, with IPC deposits 
of $2.5 million, was established August 12, 1892, and 
operates as a unit bank. 

Bellefontaine, the county seat of Logan County, has 
a population of about 12,000. It is situated in west- 
central Ohio, 56 miles northeast of Dayton, Ohio, 56 
miles northwest of Columbus, Ohio, and 96 miles south 
of Toledo. The economy is based primarily on industry, 
with 18 firms employing over 4,000 area residents. 
Several of the more prominent employers are Westing- 
house Electric Corp., Rockwell Manufacturing Co., 
and H. K. Porter Co. As a county seat, it has a sub- 
stantial number of retail outlets, as well as municipal 
offices, within its boundaries. In addition to the charter 
bank, Bellefontaine is also served by the $10.1 million 
Logan County Bank. 

West Liberty, home of the $3.3 million merging 


bank, is located on the southern boundary of Logan 
County, 8 miles south of Bellefontaine. It has a popu- 
lation of 1,522 persons and a service area population 
of 7,500 persons. The economy is based primarily on 
agricultural pursuits, although a limited amount of 
industrial activity is conducted in the community it- 
self. The merging bank is the only bank present. 

Logan County has a population in excess of 35,000, 
of which 11,000 are employed in the county. Industry 
is the mainstay of the county, with agriculture of sec- 
ondary importance. Of 295,048 acres of land in the 
county, 244,850 acres are farmland. Presently under 
construction in the eastern part of the county, and 
the western part of Union County, which is adjacent 
thereto, is a multimillion dollar Ohio Transportation 
Research Center. The facility is a joint venture of the 
Ohio Department of Highways and Ohio State Uni- 
versity, with most of the cost being funded by the Fed- 
eral Government. It is estimated that this facility will 
generate employment for 50,000 to 85,000 workers, 
and will bring into the area as many as 100,000 new 
residents in 5 to 10 years. 

Banking competition in Logan County is generated 
by nine banks, operating 10 offices. The largest is the 
charter bank. The merging bank ranks fifth. In addi- 
tion to the above competition, there are seven savings 
and loan associations located in the sendee area. In the 
aggregate, they hold $78.3 million in total resources, 
including $64.3 million in real estate mortgage loans. 
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There are also five credit unions and five personal loan 
companies, in Bellefontaine, competing for consumer- 
type loans, as well as several Federal agencies providing 
long-term financing for farmers. 

This merger will provide the residents of West Lib- 
erty with an institution which will have an expanded 
lending limit and will offer more efficient service. The 
resulting bank will be in a better position to participate 
in the county expansion, incident to establishment of 
the Ohio Transportation Research Center, and the re- 
lated industries that will follow. It will be the solution 
to the charter bank’s management succession prob- 
lem, expected on the retirement of that bank’s senior 
officers. 

The merger will not adversely affect competition. 
Although the merging banks operate in the same 
county, their service areas overlap only slightly and, as 
a consequence, there is only insignificant competition 
between them to be eliminated. In Bellefontaine, the 
charter bank will be able to remain competitive with 
The Logan County Bank when, and if, that bank be- 
comes a subsidiary of BancOhio Corporation. The 
merging bank is the only bank in operation in West 
Liberty, and the merger will have no adverse com- 
petitive effect in that area. Countywide, the resulting 
bank will continue as the largest bank. Although the 
resulting bank will retain its number one ranking in 
size in the county, the $14 million Champaign National 

* * 


Bank, and the $14.6 million Citizens National Bank, 
both headquartered in Urbana, will provide significant 
competition. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the merger is in the public interest. The application is, 
therefore, approved. 

November 26, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Bellefontaine National’s head office is about 8 miles 
from Farmers’ head office, and there are no other 
banking offices between them. There is, therefore some 
existing competition between the two banks which 
would be eliminated by the merger. 

Nine banks operate 1 1 offices in Logan County as of 
June 30, 1968 j Bellefontaine National ranked first in 
total deposits, with 27 percent, and the three largest 
banks in the county (including Bellefontaine) held 68 
percent of total deposits. If the proposed merger were 
consummated, Bellefontaine National would have 34 
percent, and the three largest banks would have 75 
percent of total deposits in the county. The proposed 
merger would, therefore, result in a substantial in- 
crease in concentration in the Logan County commer- 
cial banking market. 

We therefore conclude that the proposed merger 
would have an adverse effect on competition in Logan 
Coimty. 


Deposit Guaranty National Bank, Jackson, Miss., and City Bank & Trust Company, Natchez, Miss. 


Banking offices 


Name oj bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


City Bank & Trust Company, Natchez, Miss., with 

and Deposit Guaranty National Bank, Jackson, Miss. (15548), which had 

merged Dec. 31, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (15548). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


$28, 746, 698 4 

440, 122, 649 24 

467,004,304 


28 


The “Comptroller’s Decision” and the “Summary of 
Report by Attorney General” for this case appeared in 
the 1968 Annual Report under the heading “Ap- 


proved, but in litigation”. This merger was not 
consummated until 1969. 


* * * 
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First National Bank of South Jersey, Egg Harbor Township, NJ., and The Salem National Bank & Trust Company, 

Salem, NJ. 




Banking offices 

J^ame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

First National Bank of South Jersey', Egg Htirbor Township, N.J. (8800), with, 
and The Salem National Bank & Trust Company, Salem, N.J. (1326), which had . . 
consolidated Dec. 31, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (1326) and title “First 
National Bank of South Jersey.” The consolidated bank at date of consolidation had . 

$240, 187, 057 
14,453,013 

254, 640, 070 

20 


1 


21 



1 Formerly Boardwalk National Bank, title changed Dec; 1, 1969. 


COMPTROLLER'’s DECISION 

On August 7, 1969, The Boardwalk National Bank, 
Egg tiarbor Township, N.J., applied to the Office of 
the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
consolidate with The Salem National Bank & Trust 
Company, Salem, N.J., under the charter of the latter 
and with the title “First National Bank of South 
Jersey.” 

Salem, N.J., with a population of 9,750, is the situs 
of the charter bank. Positioned in the southwestern 
corner of New Jersey, it is the county seat of a pre- 
dominantly agricultural county of the same name. 
Salem County, with a population of 64,000, has 121,- 
000 acres of land under cultivation. The approximately 
1,200 vegetable and dairy farms in the county yield 
over $16 million in annual produce, much of which 
is contracted for by Seaboard Farms, one of the Na- 
tion’s largest frozen food operations. While the indus- 
trial and manufacturing potential of the county as yet 
is largely unrealized, construction expenditures exceed- 
ing $25 million were planned, or initiated, in 1969 by 
such national firms as B. F. Goodrich, Monsanto Chem- 
ical, DuPont, and Radio Corporation of America, thus 
revealing the trend of the future. The Delaware River 
and the Chesapeake Bay are contiguous to this county, 
and are in part responsible for attracting the county’s 
present large businesses, DuPont, Anchor Hocking 
Glass, H. I. Heinz, and Gaynor Glass, who together 
have a $63 million annual payroll, distributed among 

10.000 employees. 

Egg Harbor Township, N.J., home of the consolidat- 
ing bank, is an area immediately west of Atlantic City, 
in the southern New Jersey resort region. Atlantic 
County, ivith an area of 566 square miles, supports over 

177.000 people. The eastern portion of the county, 
with its popular beaches, is one of the major resort and 
convention centers of the United States; in 1968 alone, 
in excess of $59 million was spent for conven- 


tions. Several national hotel chains have built, or are 
planning to establish themselves, in and around At- 
lantic City. Yet, the county is not without its indus- 
trial base; located in eastern Atlantic County are 
Whitehall Laboratories, Lenox China, Prudential In- 
surance Co., Alberto-Culver Co., Pacemaker Corp., 
Wheaton Plastics, and the National Aviation Facilities 
Experimental Center Air Station, together employing 
over 5,000 persons. Whereas the eastern portion of 
the county is recreation and industry, the central and 
western portion continues to reflect the more prevalent 
agrarian economy. Truck farms, dealing in vegetables, 
apples, peaches, strawberries, and other fruits, pre- 
dominate. It is evident, however, that industrialization 
of the cities is spreading to the agricultural sections as 
woodlands around the cities are being rapidly devel- 
oped into industrial parks; this trend is expected to 
continue. 

The Salem National Bank & Trust Company, a 
unit bank in Salem County, with IPC deposits of 
$10 million, was chartered in 1822 as the Salem Steam 
Mill and Banking Company. In 1825, the name was 
changed to The Salem Banking Company, and conver- 
sion to National bank status in 1865 resulted in the title 
of Salem National Banking Company, which in 1925 
was changed to the present name. 

The Boardwalk National Bank, organized in 1907, 
has enjoyed excellent growth since its inception, and 
presently records IPC deposits of $170.9 million in 
its 21 offices, all of which are located in Atlantic 
County. In anticipation of the proposed merger, this 
bank interchanged its head office in Atlantic City 
with a branch office in Black Horse Pike, Egg Harbor 
Township. Also, the bank received tentative approval 
to change its name to “First National Bank of South 
Jersey.” The main office of the resulting bank will be 
in Egg Harbor. 

Consolidation of the two banks will not adversely 
effect the banking structure in either bank’s present 
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trade area. Both applicants are located in the recently 
created Third Banking District of New Jersey, which 
comprises the counties of Atlantic, Burlington, Cam- 
den, Cape May, Cumberland, Gloucester, Ocean, and 
Salem. As of December 31, 1968, this bank district con- 
tained 75 commercial banks, operating 256 offices, 
and holding aggregate assets of $2.4 billion. The Board- 
walk National Bank, with total assets of $227 million, 
is third only to the $300 million Camden Trust Com- 
pany and the $257 million First Camden National 
Bank, both of Camden, N.J. However, because they 
are on opposite sides of the State, the Camden banks 
and Boardwalk National are not directly competitive. 
The Salem National Bank is the 42d largest bank 
operating in the Third Bank District; unlike the Board- 
walk National, it is in direct competition with the two 
Camden banks. Consummation of the consolidation 
would not eliminate competition; rather, it would in- 
ject another bank into the western portion of the State 
to stimulate and promote more progressive banking 
competition with the present banks of the area. 

Approval of the proposed consolidation will not un- 
duly concentrate assets in the resulting bank. Although 
Boardwalk National is third largest in the district, with 
assets of $227 million, this represents only 9.1 percent 
of the total district deposits. Upon consolidating, the 
resulting bank will continue to rank third in assets, 
with $304 million, an increase of only $77 million or 
0.5 percent of the total district deposits. 

The proposed acquisition will have no effect on com- 
petition between the two applicant banks. Since they 
service different markets on the opposite sides of the 
State, competition is currently nonexistent. The prin- 
cipal offices of the two banks are 68 miles apart, and 
the closest operating facilities are separated by 40 
miles. The applying banks have no depositors or bor- 
rowers in common. 

The resulting bank will offer a broader range of 
services to the existing customers of the Salem National 
Bank. The lending limit will be in excess of $2 million, 
as compared to Salem National Bank’s current limit of 
$137,000. This will put the resulting bank in a position 
to serve the present companies in the Salem area who 


have had to look to Camden, Wilmington, Philadel- 
phia, and New York banks to satisfy their credit needs. 
The resulting bank will be able to solicit actively the 
accounts of future industry and business that may settle 
in the applicant banks’ service areas. Trust depart- 
ment facilities will be enlarged in the Salem National 
Bank, and management succession now lacking at the 
Salem institution will be improved. In addition, com- 
puter service will be afforded the customers of Salem 
National Bank, and commercial mortgage and install- 
ment loan services will be expanded. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed con- 
solidation, we find it is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

November 26, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Boardwalk and Salem concentrate operations in two 
distinct banking markets, Atlantic County and Salem 
County, respectively. There would appear to be little 
competition between them that would be eliminated 
by the proposed consolidation. 

Boardwalk is presently the third largest of some 75 
commercial banks in the Third Banking District. Its 
large deposit base and tradition of leadership in Atlan- 
tic County place it among those banks most able and 
most likely to enter new areas of the district. Consum- 
mation of the proposed merger would result in its entry 
into Salem County through merger with the third 
largest bank in the county, and the smaller of two oper- 
ating offices in Salem itself. In view of Boardwalk’s 
position as one of the very largest district banks, its 
entry into Salem County through merger with one of 
the county’s smallest banks, or perhaps with a bank as 
yet unchartered, might contribute more to competition 
in the county than the proposed merger. 

However, in view of the relative size of Salem as 
compared with other banks in the Third District, and 
the structure of the banking community in Salem 
County, we do not believe the proposed merger likely 
to have a significantly adverse effect on potential 
competition. 

* 
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Marine Midland National Bank of Southeastern New York, Poughkeepsie, N.Y., and Marine Midland Trust Company 

OF Rockland County, Nyack, N.Y. 


Banking offices 


Marne of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


Marine Midland Trust Company of Rockland County, Nyack, N.Y., with 

and Marine Midland National Bank of Southeastern New York, Poughkeepsie, 

N.Y. (465), which had 

merged Dec. 31, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (465) and title “Marine 
Midland Bank of Southeastern New York, N.A.” The merged bank at date of 
merger had 


$86, 495, 299 12 

154,669,793 11 

241,165,093 


23 


comptroller’s decision 

On August 1, 1969, the Marine Midland Trust 
Company of Rockland County, Nyack, N.Y., and the 
Marine Midland National Bank of Southeastern New 
York, Poughkeepsie, N.Y., applied to the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter of the latter and with the title “Marine Mid- 
land Bank of Southeastern New York, N.A.” 

Both participating banks are subsidiaries of Marine 
Midland Banks, Inc., Buffalo, N.Y., a registered bank 
holding company which holds 98.5 percent of the stock 
of both banks. Both banks are in the Third Banking 
District of New York. The charter bank, with IPC de- 
posits of $66 million, operates 11 offices in Dutchess, 
Sulivan, and Orange counties. The merging bank, 
with IPG deposits of $41.2 million, operates nine 
offices in Rockland County. 

Forty-six commercial banks operate 311 offices in 
the Third Banking District in New York. The result- 

* * 


ing bank will be third in size, and will compete with 
banks which are subsidiaries of other large holding 
companies. The applicant banks do not compete at all 
at present. Because they are commonly owned, the pro- 
posal represents an internal reorganization of the hold- 
ing company system, and presents no competitive 
changes. The merger, therefore, is approved. 

November 24, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The head offices of the merging banks are 59 miles 
apart, and their closest offices are some 15 miles apart. 
The application indicates that the merging banks draw 
few deposits and loan accounts from each other’s 
service areas. 

However, the proposed merger will not eliminate 
any meaningful competition, as both banks are already 
owned by the same registered bank holding company. 

* 


The Citizens National Bank and Trust Company, Wellsville, N.Y., and Clean Trust Company, Clean, N.Y. 




j Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$13,606, 124 

37, 506, 790 

51, 112,914 

1 


and The Citizens National Bank and Trust Company, Wellsville, N.Y, (4988), 

6 


consolidated Dec. 31, 1969, under charter and tide of the latter bank (4938). The 


7 
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comptroller’s decision 

On September 8, 1969, the Olean Trust Company, 
Olean, N.Y., and The Citizens National Bank and 
Trust Company, Wellsville, N.Y., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to con- 
solidate under the charter and with the title of the 
latter. 

The Citizens National Bank and Trust Company, 
with IPC deposits of $29.2 million, and headquartered 
in Wellsville, was chartered in 1895, and operates 
branches in Alfred, Andover, Bolivar, Cuba, and 
Whitesville, all in Allegany County. 

The village of Wellsville, with a population of about 
6,000, lies midway between Homell and Olean, both 
just beyond the boundary of Allegany County. The 
service area of the village includes most of Allegany 
County and a portion of northern Peimsylvania, en- 
compassing a population of almost 45,000. The 
area’s largest employers include Worthington Corp., 
manufacturing turbines, and Combustion Engineering, 
Inc., manufacturing air preheaters and heat exchang- 
ers, which together employ upward of 2,500 on annual 
payrolls approaching $20 million. 

The Olean Trust Company, with IPC deposits of 
$10.7 million, was organized in 1914, and presently 
operates as a unit bank. This bank faces a manage- 
ment succession problem as both senior officers are 
approaching retirement age and there appears to be 
no one in the lower ranks capable of replacing them. 
Because most of its loans are in the consumer lend- 
ing field, this bank is not an active competitor in the 
commercial, industrial, and mortgage lending fields, 
with the result that it more nearly resembles a credit 
union or finance company. 

Olean, the largest city in Cattaraugus County, has 
a population of about 22,000. Located some 35 miles 
west of Wellsville, its service area encompasses a popu- 
lation upwards of 50,000. The area’s largest employer 
is Acme Electronic Corp., manufacturing power con- 
version equipment, and employing some 1,200 on an 
annual payroll approximately $7 million. Clark Bros., 
Inc., a division of nationally-known Dresser Industries, 
Inc., which manufactures oil field equipment, is an- 
other large area employer. 

Banking competition in the general area is quite 
keen, and has accelerated with the 1969 merger of 
The Union National Bank of Franklin ville, in 
Cattaraugus County, and the First Trust Union Bank, 
headquartered in Wellsville; First Trust, with deposits 
of $43 million, is in direct competition with Citizens, 
and is the largest bank in Allegany County. Sixteen 
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banking offices are located in Alleghany County. Should 
the present proposal be consummated. Citizens would 
still be smaller than First Trust Union Bank. 

Olean Trust Company competes with both The Ex- 
change Bank of Olean, which has deposits of $30 mil- 
lion and is a charter member of the $2.5 billion Bank 
of New York Co., Inc., and The First National Bank 
of Olean, which has deposits of $37 million. The First 
National has an application pending to consolidate 
with The First National Bank of Jamestown, Chau- 
tauqua County, a charter member of Lincoln First 
Banks, Inc., which has deposits of $1.2 billion. In the 
Ninth Banking District, which is comprised of eight 
counties, there is a population estimated at 1.7 million, 
served by 32 banks. The consolidating banks rank 10th 
and 15th largest, and hold 1 percent and 0.34 percent, 
respectively, of the total banking deposits in the dis- 
trict. Included among the institutions in the district, 
which is the largest geographical area in which each 
bank may branch, are five organizations larger than 
$1 billion each. 

The proposed consolidation will primarily benefit 
the Olean area by solving the management succession 
problems of the Olean Trust Company, and by intro- 
ducing, in place of that bank, a branch of a bank able 
and willing to make industrial, commercial, and mort- 
gage loans, as the Olean Trust Company does not 
presently do to significant degree. This should have 
the effect of stimulating future economic growth, and 
meeting the needs for loans which anticipated growth 
should create. 

The consolidation will have no adverse effect on 
competition. Since the nearest offices of the two banks 
are over 15 miles apart, there is little direct competi- 
tion between them. In the Wellsville area, the con- 
solidation will create an institution more capable of 
competing with the First Trust Union Bank, the 
county’s largest, without placing the smaller banks 
operating there at a disadvantage. The consolidation 
will enable the Olean office of the resulting institution 
to more effectively compete with the other two banks 
operating there, both of which are larger than the 
Olean Trust Company. In the Ninth Banking District, 
the consolidation will not unduly disadvantage any 
other bank. Potential competition will not be affected 
since, under State law, neither bank can branch into 
the home office city of the other, and those cities into 
which either could branch, near to, and in competition 
with, any office of the other, cannot support an addi- 
tional banking office. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
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the proposed merger is in the public interest. The 
application is, therefore, approved. 

November 24, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Citizens National Bank and Trust Company 
(“Citizens National”) operates its head office and five 
branches in Allegany County, N.Y. Olean Trust Com- 
pany (“Olean Trust”) operates its sole office in Olean, 
Cattaraugus County, N.Y. 

The closest offices of these two banks are only 15 
miles apart. There is little penetration of either bank 
into the other’s county, however, and their loan port- 


folios differ substantially. In addition, there is another 
bank, located in Cuba. Despite these factors, some di- 
rect competition may be eliminated by the merger. 

Applicable law prevents Citizens National from 
branching into Olean. Olean Trust, however, could 
establish a branch in any of the towns where a Citizens 
National branch is located. The only other avenue for 
potential competition is the possibility of cross-branch- 
ing into smaller towns or villages which have no other 
commercial banks headquartered there. In view of the 
nature of the area and the existence of other potential 
entrants in the area, we conclude that the proposed 
merger is unlikely to have a significantly adverse effect 
on potential competition. 


The First National Bank of Anchorage, Anchorage, Alaska, and the First Bank of Valdez, Valdez, Alaska 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

To be 



operation 

operated 


$1, 253, 000 

1 


was purchased Dec. 31, 1969, by The First National Bank of Anchor^e, Anchor- 


114,659,000 
115, 663,000 

13 

After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 

14 


Because the selling bank was noninsured, the appli- decision was issued by the Comptroller, 
cation was filed with and approved by the FDIC. No 


The First National Bank of Oakland, Oakland, Md., and The Citizens National Bank of VVesternport, Westernport, 

Md., and The First Natio.nal Bank of Barton, B.arton, Md. 


Banking offices 


Name oj bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 

In 

operation 

$3, 445, 744 

1 

1,651,486 

1 

26, 008, 842 

4 

31, 106,072 



To be 
operated 


The Citizens National Bank of Westernport, Westernport, Md; (5831), with 

The First National Bank of Barton, Barton, Md. (6399), with 

and The First National Bank of Oakland, Oakland, Md; (5623), which had. 
merged Dec. 31, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (5623). 
The merged bank at date of merger had 


comptroller’s decision 

On September 2, 1969, The First National Bank of 
Oakland, Oakland, Md., The First National Bank of 
Barton, Barton, Md., and The Citizens National Bank 
of Westernport, Westernport, Md., applied to the 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency for permis- 


sion to merge under the charter and with the title of 
“The First National Bank of Oakland,” Oakland, Md. 

The First National Bank of Oakland was organized 
in 1900, and now holds IPC deposits of $21.3 million. 
The bank operates branches in the small towns of 
Friendsville, McHenry', and Grantsville, all of which 
are in Garrett County, which lies in the western-most 
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portion of Maryland, and is surrounded on three sides 
by West Virginia and Pennsylvania. Oakland, where 
the bank’s main office is located, has a population of 
1,977 and is in the western portion of Garrett County, 
near the border with West Virginia. The charter bank’s 
market area, which includes adjoining portions of 
Pennsylvania and West Virginia, is a mountainous 
area whose economy depends principally on agricul- 
tural operations, coal mining, and tourism, although 
some manufacturing activity is also present. 

The Citizens National Bank of Westernport was or- 
ganized in 1901, and now holds IPG deposits of $2.6 
million. This bank, which is not an aggressive competi- 
tor, maintains its single banking office in the city of 
Westernport, which has a population of 3,559, and lies 
in the southeastern tip of Allegany County, just east of 
Garrett County. The bank’s service area, which in- 
cludes adjoining portions of West Virginia, is largely 
dependent on industry, especially the manufacture of 
paper and wood products, with Westvaco (formerly 
the West Virginia Pulp and Paper Co.) the principal 
employer. In addition, various other national corpora- 
tions operate plants in this area. 

The First National Bank of Barton was organized in 
1902, and now holds IPC deposits of $1.4 million. 
Barton, where the bank’s single office is located, lies in 
the western portion of Allegany County, about 6 miles 
northeast of Westernport. The service area of this bank 
is also primarily dependent upon industry, and again, 
principally upon the operations of Westvaco, although 
some residents of this area commute to work in nearby 
Cumberland. This bank, which is not competitive in its 
interest rate structure on deposits, has shown little 
growtli in recent years. 

Since the office of the charter bank nearest to the 
offices of the merging banks are 25 and 31 miles apart, 
there is virtually no competition between the charter 
bank and the merging banks. While the merging banks’ 
offices are separated by only 6 miles, no significant 
competition exists between them, as neither is an 
aggressive competitor. When the merger is consum- 
mated, the merging banks, as branches of the charter 
bank, will be able to meet more effectively the com- 
petition now encountered from such larger banks as 
The Garrett National Bank in Oakland, which, with 
deposits of $21 million, operates a branch in Bloom- 
ington, 2 miles west of Westernport; the First National 
Bank, Piedmont, W. Va., with deposits of $5.7 million, 
which is across the Potomac River from Westernport; 
and the Liberty Trust Company of Maryland in Cum- 
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berland, which, with deposits of $42.6 million, operates 
a branch in Lonaconing, 3 miles north of Barton. Ap- 
proval of this application will not affect significantly 
the competitive position of the charter bank vis-a-vis 
its existing competitors. 

When the merger is consummated, the banking pub- 
lic in the service areas of the merging banks will benefit 
from the improved range and quality of banking serv- 
ices which the charter bank will offer. The lending 
limit of the resulting bank will greatly exceed the lend- 
ing limits of the merging banks, and will be more re- 
sponsive to the credit needs of their communities, while 
consumer credit financing and trust services will be 
made available in these areas. As branches of the 
charter bank, the merging banks will offer increased 
interest rates on time and savings deposits, thereby 
enhancing their competitive position in these areas. 
Approval of this application will assure management 
continuity to the merging banks. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we conclude that 
this proposal is in the public interest, and the applica- 
tion is, therefore, approved. 

November 26, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Barton Bank and Westernport Bank are located 
within 4 road-miles of one another in a sparsely popu- 
lated section of western Maryland. There are no banks 
in the intervening area. Westernport Bank and Barton 
Bank are clearly direct competitors; we conclude that 
their merger with Oakland Bank would accordingly 
eliminate horizontal competition between them. These 
banks are the fourth and fifth largest of the five bank- 
ing offices serving the southwest Allegany County mar- 
ket. Their combination as branches of Oakland Bank 
will still leave them with the smallest market share in 
the immediate area, holding about 21 percent of its 
total commercial bank deposits. 

Maryland law imposes no barriers to branch bank- 
ing. Oakland Bank has established three branches in 
outlying communities of Garrett County in the last 9 
years. The proximity of Pennsylvania on the north and 
West Virginia on the south and west prevents expan- 
sion of Oakland Bank outside its home county, in any 
direction but east. Indeed, Oakland Bank’s application 
not only emphasizes this fact, it also details the attrac- 
tiveness of the Westemport-Barton area as a prospec- 
tive target for the bank’s expansion. A further 
indication of the market’s appeal to Oakland Bank is 
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provided by the fact that the bank’s chief competitor, 
The Garrett National Bank in Oakland, already has a 
branch in the area. 

While Oakland Bank would be among the most 


likely potential entrants into the southwest Allegany 
County market, it should be noted that the county’s 
commercial banking industry has experienced little 
growth in recent years. 


* * * 


The First National Bank of Riceville, Riceville, Iowa, and Riceville State Bank, Riceville, Iowa 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

j 

In \ 

To be 



operation 

operated 


$2, 073, 000 

\ 

1 j 


was purchased Dec. 31, 1969, by The First National Bank of Riceville, Riceville, 


2, 972, 000 
4, 895, 000 

1 


1 




comptroller’s decision 

On September 23, 1969, The First National Bank 
of Riceville, Riceville, Iowa, applied to the Office of 
the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
purchase the assets and assume the liabilities of the 
Riceville State Bank, Riceville, Iowa. 

Riceville State Bank, the selling bank, was chartered 
under the laws of the State of Iowa in 1892. This 
bank, which operates no branches, has total resources 
of $1.8 million. Because of a poor loan loss record, the 
capital of the bank has not grown adequately to main- 
tain a proper capital to deposit ratio. 

The First National Bank of Riceville, the buying 
bank, was organized in 1907. This bank, which is in 
good condition, has $2.9 milion in total deposits and 
operates no branches. 

Riceville, a community of 900 inhabitants, is located 
on the Howard-Mitchell County line. The town is 
primarily dependent upon agriculture and related pur- 
suits, with feed grain crops being the principal product. 
Dairying and the raising of feeder cattle and hogs are 
also important factors. In general, farm land in the 
surrounding area is considerably below the Iowa aver- 
age, both in value and production. Farm land in the 
area is valued at $175 to $350 per acre, compared to 
$800 for an average Iowa farm. Although the economy 
has been relatively stable and the city population fairly 
constant, the number of farms and farmers in the area 
have decreased, due to the trend to larger farm units. 
Most farms in the area average between 160 and 320 
acres, and are steadily increasing in size. Per capita 
income is generally lower than the State average. 

It is believed that with the trend to larger farm 
units, which will also create larger credit rec|uirements. 


consolidation of many of the smaller banks within 
the State will occur in increasing numbers. Also, with 
both banks serving basically the same trade area, the 
proposed combination would create an immediate ad- 
vantage in meeting these increased demands. No other 
new banking services are contemplated at the present 
time. 

Consummation of this proposal will not have an ad- 
verse effect on competition. After this proposal is ef- 
fected, residents of Riceville will have 12 banking 
alternatives within a radius of approximately 20 miles. 
Moreover, the resulting bank with its increased lending 
limit will be better able to serve the larger loan de- 
mands of Riceville residents. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed trans- 
action, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

November 28, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

First National (total deposits: $2.6 million) and 
State Bank (total deposits: $1.9 million) are the only 
banks located in the town of Riceville, Iowa (popula- 
tion 900) . 

There are 11 banks surrounding Riceville, within a 
radius of 23 miles; five are in Howard County, the 
nearest located 12 miles southeast of Riceville; four 
are in Mitchell County, the nearest located 15 miles 
northwest of Riceville; and two are in the State of 
Minnesota, 12 miles north of Riceville. Since the maps 
showing the location of First National and State Bank 
customers indicate that a significant number live in 
the area between Riceville and the towns in which 
these banks are located, those banks would appear to 
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compete to some degree with First National and State 
Bank for these customers. 

The proposed merger’s primary effect on competi- 
tion, however, will be in Riceville and the area immed- 
iately aroimd that town. It will consolidate the only 
two banks located in Riceville, and eliminate the di- 


rect competition existing between them. There is, 
furthermore, little opportunity to offset this loss of 
competition through the establishment of another 
banking office in Riceville since branching is prohib- 
ited under Iowa law. Thus, the proposed merger will 
have an adverse effect on competition in this area. 


The Harrisburg National Bank and Trust Company, Harrisburg, Pa., and The Conestoga National Bank, Lancaster, Pa: 

AND The First National Bank of York, York, Pa. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$88, 407, 238 
66,619, 337 

216, 367, 917 

371, 394, 491 

8 



6 


and The Harrisburg National Bank and Trust Company, Harrisburg, Pa. (580), 

14 


consolidated Dec. 31, 1969, under chsu-ter of the latter bank (580) and title 
“The Commonwealth National Bank.” The consolidated bank at date of con- 
solidation had 

28 


comptroller’s decision 

On February 10, 1969, The Harrisburg National 
Bank and Trust Company, Harrisburg, Pa., The Con- 
estoga National Bank, Lancaster, Pa., and The First 
National Bank of York, York, Pa., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to con- 
solidate under the charter of The Harrisburg National 
Bank and Trust Company and with the title of “The 
Commonwealth National Bank.” A public hearing 
was held on this application in Harrisburg, Pa., on 
July 9 and 10, 1969. 

A primary motive for the proposal is to establish a 
local banking institution, in south-central Pennsyl- 
vania, of sufficient size to keep pace with the burgeon- 
ing economy in the area. The three applicants are 
individually of insufficient size to generate the expan- 
sion necessary to provide the financial resources and 
services local customers now require. As a result, too 
many firms in the area take their financial business to 
major city banks, a consequence which works to the 
detriment of local banks and the regional economy. 

While south-central Pennsylvania is the geographi- 
cal area to be immediately affected by this proposal, 
it must be viewed in relation to all of southeast Penn- 
sylvania, of which it is part both geographically and 
economically. Southeast Pennsylvania encompasses all, 
or most, of the 19 counties lying in the southeastern 
quadrant of the State. Within this quadrant are the 
following cities: Philadelphia, Harrisburg, York, Lan- 
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caster, Reading, Pottsville, Allentown, Bethlehem, 
Pottstown, Norristown, and Lebanon. The south- 
central area involved in this proposal includes 10 of the 
19 counties, and the cities of Harrisburg, York, 
Lancaster, Reading, Pottsville, and Lebanon. 

This south-central area of Pennsylvania, affected by 
this proposal, centers around the cities of Harrisburg, 
York, and Lancaster, in which the participating banks 
maintain their main offices. These cities form a tri- 
angle, with Harrisburg at the apex. York lies 25 miles 
south of Harrisburg and 22 miles west of Lancaster. 
Lancaster is 35 miles southeast of Harrisburg. Harris- 
burg, which is situated at the intersection of the Sus- 
quehanna River and the Pennsylvania Turnpike, is 
located 105 miles west of Philadelphia, 190 miles east 
of Pittsburgh, 85 miles northwest of Wilmington, Dela- 
ware, and 75 miles north of Baltimore, Maryland. It 
is only 55 miles west of Reading. 

The transportation facilities available in this three- 
city area make it an ideal distribution point. The high- 
way complex in the south-central Pennsylvania region 
is particularly attractive to industries seeking new sites. 
Harrisburg sits at the conjunction of Interstate 83, run- 
ning south to Baltimore; the Pennsylvania Turnpike, 
that spans the State from Pittsburgh to Philadelphia; 
Interstate 81, that will join New Orleans to Canada; 
Interstate 78, that connects with Allentown and Beth- 
lehem; and U.S. 15, that goes from Williamsport, Pa., 
to Frederick, Md., where it meets Interstate 70. A new 
interstate highway is now under construction between 
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Harrisburg and Lancaster. Because of the ease and 
convenience of transportation this complex of roads 
offers to industr)' and shippers, some 70 motor carriers 
have set up operations in Harrisburg. xAt this time, 
there are 30 freight terminals handling merchandise 
in and out of the city. Harrisburg, York, and Lancaster 
are each served by two railroads. Three commercial 
and two commuter airlines ser\?e York and Harrisburg, 
and two airlines serve Lancaster. 

Harrisburg is the capital of Pennsylanvia and the 
county seat of Dauphin County. Dauphin County is the 
hub of an eight-county area. It is bounded on the 
north by Northumberland County, on the northeast 
by Lebanon and Schuylkill counties, on the southeast 
by Lancaster County, on the south by York County, 
and on the west by Cumberland and Perry counties. 
With several thousand government employees in addi- 
tion to the industrial population, Harrisburg comprises 
a mixed residential, diversified industrial, and com- 
mercial service center. Agricultural activities are still 
important in the surrounding county. Hea \7 industry, 
including steel plants and other manufacturing com- 
panies, has entered and expanded into the area in 
recent years. Industrial growth has led to an increase in 
population. From 1950 to 1960, the population of 
Dauphin County increased 11.4 percent to 220,000. 
The population of Harrisburg is 80,000. 

Lancaster County is predominantly residential, with 
significant industrial and commercial activities. The 
surrounding area is heavily oriented to agricultural ac- 
tivity and related pursuits. Lancaster County leads the 
other 66 counties of the State in value of farm products 
sold. The city of Lancaster, 35 miles southeast of Harris- 
burg, has a population of 61,000, while the population 
of Lancaster County is 278,000. These population 
figures also reflect growth due to industrial expansion. 
In Lancaster County, from 1950 to 1960, the popula- 
tion increased 18.5 percent. Industrial growth has 
continued at such a pace that, from I960 to 1967, 
industrial production jumped 62 percent. Between 
January 1961, and April 1968, total employment in- 
creased by more than 20 percent. 

York County’s economy, like that of Lancaster 
County, is mixed residential, diversified industrial, and 
agricultural. There are a large number of manufactur- 
ing companies in, and surrounding, the city. Due to 
industrial expansion, over 2,000 new jobs were created 
in the short period from January 1967 to October 
1968. From 1950 to 1960, the population of York 
County increased 17.6 percent to 238,000. The popu- 
lation of the city of York is 55,000. 

The industrialization of what was once a predomi- 


nantly agricultural area has brought many changes in 
the three-city area. Labor is becoming scarce; in the 
three counties where the applicant banks are head- 
quartered, total employment rose from 320,000 in 

1960, to 355,000 in 1966, an increase of 11 percent. 
The Pennsylvania Industrial Development Authority 
(a State agency which has contributed to the creation 
of 125,000 new jobs in Pennsylvania over the last 13 
years through its participation in the financing of new 
plants and the expansion of old ones) has made larger 
loans in this three-city area than anywhere else in the 
State. Population is also continuing to increase. In 
1960 the population of Dauphin County and its seven 
contiguous counties was 1.2 million. It is expected to 
have increased to over 1.4 million in 1970, a rise of 
16.67 percent. 

The Harrisburg National Bank and Trust Company 
has its headquarters in Harrisburg. This bank, with 
IPC deposits of $137.3 million, is the second largest 
bank headquartered in the county, and the third largest 
bank operating in the county. It was founded in 1814, 
and took a National charter in 1864. In 1893 The 
Harrisburg Trust Company was established as an af- 
filiate of the bank to handle its fiduciary business. In 

1961, the two institutions merged. The Harrisburg 
National Bank and Trust Company now operates 
seven offices in Dauphin County, including its main 
ofiice and one branch within the city of Harrisburg. 
It has four offices in Cumberland County, and one each 
in Lancaster, Perry, and York counties. 

In the past 5 years. The Harrisburg National Bank 
and Trust Company has acquired three branches as a 
result of merging. In 1964 The First National Bank of 
New Bloomfield was forced to merge because a director, 
who was also the attorney who performed its legal 
services, was charged with a sizable misappropriation 
of funds. The 1966 merger with the Dillsburg National 
Bank followed an embezzlement of several hundred 
thousand dollars by its chief executive officer. In 1967, 
the First National Bank of Elizabethtown merged with 
the Harrisburg bank in order to remedy an inadequate 
lending limit, and to fulfill a need for modern equip- 
ment and technology. De novo branches have been 
opened by following customers to their residential area, 
in order to provide them with more convenient services. 

Flarrisburg is the headquarters for tltree other banks 
besides The Harrisburg National Bank and Trust Com- 
pany, which has total deposits of $156.1 million. There 
is the Dauphin Deposit Trust Company, with total de- 
posits of $174.6 million, which has 18 offices in the 
Harrisburg service area, six branches and its head office 
are in Harrisburg. Its farthest two branches are 39 
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miles away, in Hanover. The Dauphin National Bank, 
with total deposits of $2.4 million, and Fulton National 
Bank in Lancaster, with total deposits of $99 million, 
each have one office in Harrisburg. There are 84 other 
banks, including the Reading-based American Bank 
and Trust Co. of Pennsylvania, operating in the service 
area of Harrisburg. The American Bank & Trust Co., 
with total deposits of $329 million, has over 20 percent 
of the market, whereas The Harrisburg National Bank 
and Trust Company has less than 10 percent. 

The Conestoga National Bank, headquartered in 
Lancaster, was organized in 1889. This bank, with 
present I PC deposits of $65 million, is the third largest 
bank in the city. It operates eight offices of which its 
main office and two branches are in the city of Lan- 
caster, and five branches are in the county, within a 
radius of 10 miles of the main office. In the past 5 
years, it has been involved in one merger and has 
opened three de novo branches in the immediate area, 
which is highly competitive. Its 1967 merger with the 
First National Bank of Landisville was precipitated by 
increasing pressure, by larger competitors in Landis- 
ville, to provide specialized services and to meet the 
convenience and needs of the community. 

There are 16 banks operating in the service area of 
The Conestoga National Bank, which has total deposits 
of $66.1 million. The two larger Lancaster-based banks 
are The Lancaster Coimty Farmers National Bank, 
which has total deposits of $105.1 million, and The 
Fulton National Bank of Lancaster, which has total 
deposits of $99 million. The former has 12 branches, 
four of which are outside of the city of Lancaster, but 
within a radius of 20 miles. The second largest Lan- 
caster-based bank has nine branches, five are outside of 
the city of Lancaster and within a radius of 10 miles, 
and one is in Harrisburg. 

The First National Bank of York, founded in 1864, 
now has IPC deposits of $48 million. This bank, which 
is thil d largest in size in its community, operates five 
branches in addition to its main office. The main office 
and one branch are in the city of York, and the other 
four branches are operating in the county. It has been 
involved in two mergers, one in 1937 and one in 1942. 
Since 1963, when a de novo branch was opened 4 miles 
west of its main office, the York applicant has had no 
branch or merger growth, one example of its conserva- 
tive policies. 

There are 1 1 banks in the service area of The First 
National Bank of York. Compared with its total de- 
posits of $49.5 million, the National Bank & Trust Com- 
pany of Central Pennsylvania has total deposits of 
$211.3 million, and The York Bank and Trust Com- 
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pany has total deposits of $122.4 million. The fourth 
York-based bank, the Drovers & Merchants National 
Bank, has total deposits of $36.8 million, and six 
branches, only two of which are outside the city of 
York. The largest York bank has 19 branches, 13 of 
which are outside of the city. The farthest two branches 
are 32 miles north in Middletown. The York Bank and 
Trust Company has 13 branches, of which five are up 
to 27 miles away from the city. 

Under Pennsylvania law, banks may branch de novo 
and through merger in the county of their main office, 
and into contiguous counties. This means that the con- 
solidated bank can branch in Dauphin County and the 
seven counties surrounding it, the same right as the 
charter bank now possesses. The charter bank pres- 
ently has branches in only five of the eight cotmties. 
The resulting bank tvill have a total of 28 offices in the 
same five counties. Within the eight-county area in 
which the resulting bank can branch there are a total of 
109 banks and 289 banking offices. Of the total de- 
posits held in the banks in this eight-county area, not 
including savings banks and other nonbank financial 
institutions, the resulting bank will hold about 10 
percent. 

Within this eight-county area. The Harrisburg Na- 
tional Bank and Trust Company is the 4th largest 
bank; The Conestoga National Bank is 9th in size; 
and The First National Bank of York is 11th. The re- 
gional bank in Reading, the American Bank and Trust 
Company, is the largest bank now operating in this 
service area. A proposed consolidation of the National 
Bank & Trust Company of Central Pennsylvania In 
York, the Lancaster County Farmers National Bank in 
Lancaster, and the Reading Trust Company in Read- 
ing, will create the largest bank in the south-central 
region of the State, making the American Bank and 
Trust Company in Reading the second largest bank in 
the region, and the subject consolidated bank third. 
Within the State of Pennsylvania, which ranks 27th in 
the country for the share of deposits held by the first, 
second, and fifth largest banks, the participating banks 
are presently 19th, 46th, and 55th in size. The regional 
bank resulting from this consolidation will be the 13 th 
largest bank in the State, and hold about 1 percent of 
the State’s total deposits. 

The Peimsylvania branch banking statute has an 
unusual impact on this proposal. Under the present 
laws, a bank may branch de novo, not only in the 
county in which its main office is situated, but also into 
contiguous counties. By reason of this State statute, the 
Harrisburg National Bank can branch de novo in eight 
counties, viz. Dauphin, York, Lancaster, Lebanon, 
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Schuylkill, Northumberland, Perry, and Cumberland. 
By the same token. The Conestoga National Bank 
of Lancaster can branch de novo in the following 
counties: Lancaster, Lebanon, Berks, Chester, York, 
and Dauphin. The First National Bank of York 
can branch de novo into the counties of York, Lan- 
caster, Dauphin, Adams, and Cumberland. Upon con- 
summation of this proposal, the de novo branching 
rights of the resulting bank will be those now possessed 
by the Harrisburg National Bank; the other two banks 
will have conceded their rights to branch de novo into 
Adams, Berks, and Chester counties. 

This realignment of de novo branching rights has 
significance in assessing this proposal. This yielding up 
of branching capabilities in two counties does not 
indicate a fear of increased competition which is clearly 
coming from the east, but rather a desire to focus 
south-central Pennsylvania banking activities in Har- 
risburg, under the control, and in the hands of, south- 
central business interests and residents. It is an attempt 
to construct a banking institution of sufficient size and 
strength in south-central Pennsylvania to withstand the 
impact of the intense banking competition that ema- 
nates from Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, and Reading, 
within the State, and from New York City, Wilming- 
ton, and Baltimore, outside the State. 

The judgment of the management of the three par- 
ticipating banks to focus the operation of the resulting 
bank in Harrisburg cannot be questioned, because the 
management of three other banks in York, Lancaster, 
and Reading seek to form a bank that will focus its 
activity in Lancaster. The fact that the National Bank 
& Trust Company of Central Pennsylvania, the Lan- 
caster County Farmers National Bank, and the Read- 
ing Trust seek to consolidate and retain Lancaster as 
the head office location of the resulting bank has little 
relevance to the subject proposal. The National Bank & 
Trust Company of Central Pennsylvania can now 
branch de novo in York, Adams, Cumberland, Dau- 
phin, and Lancaster counties ; the Reading Trust Com- 
pany can branch in Berks, Lancaster, Lebanon, 
Schuylkill, Lehigh, Montgomery', and Chester counties; 
and the Lancaster County Farmers National Bank can 
branch in Lancaster, York, Dauphin, Lebanon, Berks, 
and Chester counties. Upon consummation of their 
proposed consolidation, the resulting bank will have its 
main office in Lancaster, with the same branching 
rights that the Lancaster County Farmers National 
Bank now has; the charter bank is, therefore, shifting 
the focal point of its right to branch one county east- 
ward where it will be in closer competition with branch 
offices of the Philadelphia banks. These two three-banli 


consolidation proposals do not militate against each 
other, but serve to strengthen one another; each serves 
to centralize its banking market on a regional basis, 
while constructing institutions not only more respon- 
sive to local public needs, but also more impervious 
to competitive inroads by out-of-region banking 
institutions. 

By virtue of modem transportation and communi- 
cation facilities, there are close ties between the prin- 
cipal cities of Harrisburg, Lancaster, and York. All 
are served by the same television stations, radio stations, 
and newspapers which permeate the area. Despite this 
geographic unity, the existing service areas of the con- 
solidating banks do not coincide, and there is practi- 
cally no competition among them. Approximately 14 
miles separate the nearest offices of any of the three 
banks, the Elizabethtown office of the Harrisburg bank 
and the Landisville office of the Lancaster bank. More- 
over, there are many alternative banking offices be- 
tween these two, as well as between all the other offices 
of the three participants. The branch of the Harris- 
burg bank which is in York County is 21.5 miles north 
of the closest branch of the First National Bank of 
York, and in a community which is commercially 
oriented to Harrisburg. The volume of business each 
derives from the areas of the other two banks is negli- 
gible. Less than a handful of individuals maintain ac- 
counts in any two of the subject banks. Any firm whose 
business would extend far enough geographically to 
cause competition between the banks is so large that it 
would go to a major city for its banking needs. 

The applicants face active competition, in the mort- 
gage market, from financial institutions other than 
commercial banks. Savings and loan associations 
throughout the area provide stiff competition for time 
deposits and mortgage loans. The total mortgages of 
the 34 savings and loan associations in the area amount 
to 29 percent of the total loans of the 109 commercial 
banks in the consolidated service area. Other competi- 
tion in the mortgage lending field comes from insur- 
ance companies, eight of which have principal offices in 
the service areas of the applicants. Several other na- 
tionally-known companies are active in placing mort- 
gages on residential properties in the area. There are 
also numerous mortgage companies maintaining offices 
in the service areas, which place loans with institutions 
outside the area. 

In the consumer loan market, keen competition 
throughout the area is provided by small loan com- 
panies of national prominence. There are 40 sales 
finance and personal loan companies in the area, in- 
cluding four large ones. Factors from major eastern 
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cities and government lending agencies are also active 
in the area. While no mutual savings banks are dom- 
iciled in the area, those in Philadelphia and New York 
City consider this area as part of their market. 

Very aggressive competition comes from out-of-area 
metropolitan banks vying for the prime commercial 
and industrial business generated in the area. The large 
banks in Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, New York, and 
Baltimore canvass the area by direct mailing solicita- 
tion, newspaper advertisements, and traveling repre- 
sentatives. Recently, a Philadelphia bank installed a 
resident trust officer in Lancaster to solicit local trust 
accounts. Two other Philadelphia banks have com- 
menced the operation of computer centers in this 
south-central Pennsylvania area. Another Philadelphia 
bank competes in this area through the Bank Ameri- 
card, which it introduced into the York area, and 
which it promotes through full-page ads in local papers 
identifying it as Philadelphia-oriented. It is clear that 
the Philadelphia banks do compete with the partici- 
pating banks and will continue to compete aggressively 
with the resulting bank. 

One principal reason for this proposal is to form a 
bank of sufficient size to serve adequately the needs of 
the area, and to prevent the outflow of locally gen- 
erated capital to the metropolitan areas. The credit 
demands of new and of expanding industries in the 
area have exceeded the lending capacities and servicing 
capabilities of the local commercial banks. As a result, 
the local banks have either lost prime accounts to the 
larger metropolitan banks competing in the area, or 
have had to participate with city banks, principally in 
Philadelphia, and to a lesser extent, in New York, Pitts- 
burgh, and Baltimore. Since participation agreements 
often provide that the borrower maintain compensating 
balances of 15 to 20 percent of the total loan in the par- 
ticipating bank, substantial deposits have gone to the 
large city banks. Thus, the amount of lendable funds in 
local banks, available to local customers, is reduced. 
This proposal to establish a larger local bank in the 
region to serve larger credit demands will, in large part, 
obviate the need for participations with the city banks, 
and will enable the resulting bank to retain more of 
the locally-generated deposits to satisfy local needs of 
this growing economy. 

Another principal reason for this proposal is the de- 
sire of the participants to form an institution of suffi- 
cient size as to be impervious to a takeover by a large 
city bank, in the event that statewide branching is 
authorized in Pennsylvania. If statewide branching 
becomes a reality, the large banks in Philadelphia and 
Pittsburgh can be expected to extend their branching 
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system to every section of the State. Only through 
such proposals as this can regional banks, with 
orientation to local needs, be established with sufficient 
vitality to meet the growing competitive thrust of the 
city banks. This is a positive approach to potential 
competition. 

The potential competition that could be developed 
between the participating banks through expansion of 
their separate branching systems is not significant. 
Branch expansion on the scale required to provide the 
growth and size needed by the participants to satisfy 
the needs of the local economy as they are being cre- 
ated, is neither feasible nor possible. To urge branch 
expansion by the separate participants in order to de- 
velop a potential competition between them at some 
distant time in the future is a negative approach that 
ignores the present needs of the local economy, and 
works to entrench the city banks in their dominant 
position in the State. 

The establishment of de novo branches by the par- 
ticipating banks and other local banks, in the past, has 
minimized the opportunity for opening more de novo 
offices. Several recent applications for new charters 
and branches have been declined, particularly in the 
Lancaster and York areas. The argument that these 
areas are already well-banked, finds reasonable basis in 
statistics showing that the ratio of persons to banking 
offices has decreased substantially over the past 10 
years. In Lancaster, the ratio has dropped from 6,300 
to 5,400 persons per banking office, whereas in York 
it dropped from 6,100 to 4,800. 

De novo branching by the applicants into one 
another’s service areas is not feasible economically. 
With their present resources, none of them has the 
capacity to incur the great expense of penetrating a new 
area. Acquiring real estate, one of the major cost items, 
is difficult, as most of the favorable sites have already 
been taken. 

There are other factors indicating incapacity to un- 
dertake de novo entry into one another’s headquarters 
area. Due to recent rapid growth, the Harrisburg and 
Lancaster participating banks have experienced a thin- 
ning in their capital position, an important considera- 
tion in granting authority to open new offices. Both 
banks also have prospects of substantially increased 
investments in banking premises in the next few years. 
Since it was recently destroyed by fire, the Conestoga 
National Bank is having to rebuild its main office at 
an expected minimum cost of $1 .5 million. The Harris- 
burg National Bank and Trust Company anticipates 
expenditures of at least $4 million in carrying out cur- 
rent office expansion plans. 
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Larger amounts of lendable funds are not all that is 
needed to meet local needs. Commercial, industrial, 
and agricultural customers need more specialized serv- 
ices than the applicants separately can provide. Here 
again, the only resort at present is to large metro- 
politan banks. To meet the convenience and needs of 
its customers, the consolidated bank will be able to 
draw on an increased staff of employees with time to 
specialize. The specialized services needed now in- 
clude, accounts receivable, inventory financing, equip- 
ment leasing, corporate trusts, mobile home financing, 
modem lock-box services, correspondent banking, and 
data processing. The consolidated bank will be able 
to provide expanded and detailed trust services. The 
increased size of the resulting bank will enable it to 
create a credit card program in competition with the 
Philadelphia banks. The increased size will also enable 
the bank to underwrite bonds for local municipalities 
at more favorable rates. 

The Conestoga National Bank presently has an ex- 
cellent agricultural department whose services will be 
made available to all the offices of the resulting bank, 
this will enable them to give financial guidance and 
assistance to all farms in the area so they may reach 
their full potential. Since farming is conducted in every 
county in the proposed service area, such specialization 
in farm financing will be of great benefit. 

Customers in the York area will gain more readily 
available funds in the consumer lending field. The 
First National Bank of York now has only $1 million 
in assets in installment credit. Some of the other serv- 
ices, not before offered by the York offices, will be a 
check guarantee card, additional alternatives for col- 
lege loans, expertise in dealer financing for automobiles 
and mobile homes, professional investment specialists 
in the trust department, services provided by complete 
computer facilities, and specialists in business develop- 
ment and marketing. 

The applicants are already community-oriented in 
some of their financial activities, and, on consumma- 
tion of this proposal, will be able to increase this effort. 
They have participated actively in providing financing 
for local educational institutions. The two larger banks, 
besides participating in financing provided by the Penn- 
sylvania Industrial Development Authority, have also 
participated in loans with the Pennsylvania Credit 
Corporation, a private lender formed in 1964 to help 
finance businesses which do not qualify for bank 
financing. With this consolidation, the resulting bank 
contemplates being able to make inner-city and 
urban development loans. 

This proposal will consolidate the management 


te 2 uns of the three participating banks and will give 
the resulting bank the requisite depth of management 
to compete with larger banks. At present, the First 
National Bank of York is very consenratively managed. 
Not only has it had no branch or merger expansion 
program in recent years, but its security investment 
portfolio exceeds its loan portfolio in this present day 
of high loan demand. The management of this York 
bank is centered in its president who, after 40 years 
of service, contemplates retirement. He has no compe- 
tent, trained successor. The low salary schedules of this 
bank, so common in the banking industry, and so 
unattractive to young people choosing a career, will 
be corrected in large measure in the resulting bank. 

The Harrisburg and Lancaster applicants have 
young and progressive senior management, but lack 
depth at the middle management level, which has been 
strained by de novo branch expansion. A loss of top 
management in any one bank would necessitate hiring 
from the outside, thereby creating personnel and pro- 
motion problems and salary dislocations. The ability to 
acquire and train management personnel will be in- 
creased with size by reaching a capacity to pay more, 
and to provide greater opportunities for advancement 
and the assumption of responsibility. 

The tremendous expansion of the economy in south- 
central Pennsylvania has created a need for regional 
banks. Due to the lack of existing competition between 
the applicants, and the improbability of potential com- 
petition developing in the reasonably foreseeable 
future, and because of the immediacy of the need, the 
proposed consolidation is the most suitable means of 
achieving the desired goal. It is also in the public 
interest to provide the specialized, adequate commer- 
cial and improved consumer services that will come as a 
result. At every level, the convenience and needs of 
the area will be better served. Not only will a larger 
regional financial institution be able to meet the chal- 
lenge of an expanding economy and the encroachment 
of the large city banks, but it will also be able to offer 
an impetus to such economic expansion and provide 
better competition in so doing. 

It is concluded that this proposal is in the public 
interest and meets the relevant statutory criteria. The 
consolidation is, therefore, approved. 

September 26, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The areas primarily affected by the proposed con- 
solidation are Dauphin, Lancaster, and York counties 
in south-central Peimsylvania. 
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Harrisburg National is the second largest bank head- 
quartered in Dauphin County, and the third largest in 
the area comprising Dauphin, Lancaster, and York 
counties. Conestoga is the third largest bank head- 
quartered in Lancaster County ; York Bank is the fourth 
largest bank headquartered in York County. Common- 
wealth National Bank, the resulting institution, would 
become the largest bank in the tri-county area, in terms 
of total deposits, by a substantial margin. 

There would appear to be some existing competition 
among the three banks which would be eliminated by 
the proposed consolidation. 

Under Pennsylvania law, Harrisburg National could 
be permitted to establish de novo branches in both 
Lancaster and York counties; it appears to be one of 
the most likely potential entrants into either of the 
market areas served by Conestoga or York Bank. 

Harrisburg National would appear to be the second 
largest potential entrant eligible to branch or mei^e 
into the city of York and elsewhere in York County. 
Commercial banking in York County is concentrated; 
as of June 30, 1966, what are now the four largest 
banks held nearly 80 percent of county I PC demand 
deposits. York Bank, the fourth largest, held over 10 
percent of such deposits. Harrisburg National presently 
operates one office in the northern part of York County, 
and this would probably facilitate more substantial 
de novo entry into the county as a whole, including 
those areas presently served by York Bank. 

Harrisburg National is also one of the largest banks 
eligible to branch or merge into the city of Lancaster 
and elsewhere in Lancaster County. Banking is slightly 
less concentrated in Lancaster County than in York 
County, but as of June 30, 1966, the three largest banks 
held approximately 58 percent of county IPG demand 
deposits; Conestoga, the third largest, held over 12 
percent of such deposits. Harrisburg National presently 
operates one office in northwestern Lancaster County. 
This would again probably facilitate more substantial 


de novo entry into the county, as a whole, including 
those areas served by Conestoga. 

While neither Conestoga nor York Bank is as large 
as Harrisburg National, each is legally eligible to 
branch into Dauphin County, and would appear to 
possess sufficient resources to do so. Commercial bank- 
ing in Dauphin County is highly concentrated; as of 
June 30, 1966, the three largest banks held approx- 
imately 80 percent of county IPC demand deposits. 
Harrisburg National, the second largest, held 25 per- 
cent of such deposits. 

Thus, the most serious effect of the proposed con- 
solidation would be to eliminate Harrisburg National 
as a probable potential entrant into either York or Lan- 
caster counties, as a whole. In addition, it would 
eliminate both Conestoga and York Bank as potential 
entrants into the highly concentrated Dauphin County 
market, as well as into each other’s markets. Each of 
the three banks possesses sufficient resources to branch 
de novo into the market areas of the other two, and 
thereby create the potential for greater competition 
among them. In the alternative, each might enter the 
markets of the others by merger with one of the smaller 
banks located therein, and such entry would have a 
lesser impact on potential competition. The seriousness 
of this effect is made clear by the fact that the result- 
ing bank, which would control some 19 percent of the 
total deposits in the Harrisburg-Lancaster-York tri- 
county area, would not only be larger than all the banks 
operating in the area, but would be larger than all but 
one of the banks eligible to enter any part of the area. 

Thus, it appears that the most important sources of 
potential competition in each of these three counties 
must come primarily from banks headquartered within 
the tri-county area, rather than outside. Accordingly, 
we conclude that the proposed merger would have a 
significantly adverse effect on potential competition, 
particularly in York County, and to a lesser extent in 
Lancaster and Dauphin counties. 

* 


The MiLLiKm National Bank of Decatur, Decatur, III:, and The Millikin Trust Company, Decatur, III. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

j Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$1, 160, 296 
86, 295, 476 

86, 673, 609 

1 

2 


and The Millikin National Bank of Decatur, Decatur, 111. (5089), which had .... 
merged Dec. 31, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (5089). The 


2 
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comptroller’s decision 

On July 23, 1969, The Millikin Trust Company, De- 
catur, 111., and The Millikin National Bank of Decatur, 
Decatur, 111., applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge under the charter and 
with the title of the latter. 

The Millikin National Bank of Decatur, with IPC 
deposits of $59.7 million, was originally organized in 
1860. The Millikin Trust Company was organized in 
1915, by shareholders of The Millikin National Bank of 
Decatur, to engage in the trust business because Illinois 
law, at the tune, prohibited commercial banks from en- 
gaging in such business. It has operated since then as 
an adjunct of the charter bank, offering only trust serv- 
ices, and housed in the same building. 

Decatur, the home of both institutions, is the county 
seat of Macon County, and is 130 miles northeast of 
St. Louis, Mo., and 175 miles south of Chicago. The 
population of Decatur is 88,358, while the population 
of Macon County, which is considered the charter 
bank’s market area, is 125,400. While Decatur is a 
highly diversified industrial city, the surroimding area 
is composed of rich and productive farm land. 

Banking competition in the Decatur area is con- 
sidered strong and demanding. Six other banks, with 
total resources of $17 1.1 million, along with three sav- 
ings and loan associations, with total resources of $120 
million, compete vigorously for deposits. The main 
competitors of the subject banks are the Citizens Na- 
tional Bank, with total resources of $76.4 million, and 
the First National Bank, with total resources of $51.6 
million. Both banks have active trust departments 
with total trust sissets of $15.5 million, in the Citizens 
National Bank, and $23.7 million, in the First National 
Bank. 

Consummation of this merger will have no adverse 
competitive effects. The two institutions are presently 
affiliated through common ownership, and each offers 
different kinds of services. The merger should enhance 
competition between the resulting bank and other com- 
mercial banks offering trust services. 


This merger will combine two affiliated institutions. 
It will eliminate some duplication of expenses and, 
consequently, lower costs, with the result that the pub- 
lic should benefit through better and more efficient 
service. In addition, the combination of the two institu- 
tions will reflect increased flexibility in the future in the 
rotation and development of personnel and will help 
insure successor management, in botli the commercial 
and trust activities, to a greater extent than is now 
feasible. 

It is concluded, in the light of the statutory criteria, 
that the merger is in the public interest and it is accord- 
ingly approved. 

November 21, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Because Millikin Bank’s operations are restricted to 
commercial banking without exercise of trust powers 
and Trust Company handles only fiduciary accounts, 
the proposed merger would not effect existing 
competition. 

No adverse effects on potential competition are likely 
either. When Trust Company was organized. National 
banks were not permitted to engage in trust business. 
Since revision of the law, most banks in Illinois have 
merged with the corporations they originally estab- 
lished to handle fiduciary accounts. Trust Company is 
one of the last State banks exercising only trust powers 
in Illinois. Because operations at Trust Company are 
so closely tied in with those of Millikin Bemk (both 
occupy the same building and utilize the same com- 
puter), the possibilities of either expanding into the 
other’s field of activity are remote. Moreover, 55 per- 
cent of the shares of each institution are owned and 
controlled by the trustees of a charitable trust estab- 
lished by the founder. 

In view of the long-standing common control of ap- 
plication banks and the interrelationships of their 
distinct operations, we conclude that the proposed 
merger would not be likely to have any significant 
adverse effects on competition. 


The National Bank of Logansport, Logansport, Ind., and The Twelve Mile State Bank, Twelve Mile, Ind. 


Name oj hank and type of transaction 

i 

Total assets 

Bankin. 

In 

operation 

g offices 

To be 
operated 


$7, 213, 926 
48,492,001 

55, 462, 090 

2 


and The National Bank of Logansport, Logansport, Ind. (13580), which had 

merged Dec. 31, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (13580). The 

2 

i ^ 





151 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stiouisfed.org/ 

Federai Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



comptroller’s decision 

On September 22, 1969, The National Bank of 
Logansport, Logansport, Ind., applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge with 
The Twelve Mile State Bank, Twelve Mile, Ind., 
under the charter and with the title of the former. 

The National Bank of Logansport, the charter bank, 
was organized in 1931, and has total assets of approxi- 
mately $46 million. The main office of the charter bank 
and its one branch are located in Logansport, the 
county seat of Cass County. 

The Twelve Mile State Bank, the merging bank, 
was organized in 1911, and has total assets of approxi- 
mately $7 million. The merging bank, which is head- 
quartered in the town of Twelve Mile, 12 miles 
northeast of Logansport, operates its only branch in 
Galveston, 17 miles southeast of Logansport. Both 
offices are located in Cass County. 

The city of Logansport has a population of approxi- 
mately 21,000. The population has remained constant 
for the past 20 years. The economy of Logansport and 
the surrounding area is heavily dependent on light in- 
dustry, with branch plants of several national concerns 
contributing significantly. 

The towns of Twelve Mile and Galveston, where the 
merging bank has offices, have populations of 280 and 
1,100, respectively. The economy of Twelve Mile is 
farm-oriented; the only businesses in town are small 
retail stores, a grain elevator, and two automobile 
dealerships. Although Galveston is somewhat depend- 
ent on farming, because of its proximity to Kokomo, 
many of its residents commute there to work in the 
many industrial plants. 

The charter bank faces strong competition within 
its service area, which includes Cass County and parts 
of the surrounding counties. In this area, there are 19 
banks within 25 miles of Logansport. The charter 
bank is now, and, after this merger, will remain the 
second largest bank in the service area. 

Competition between the subject banks is minimal. 
The merging bank is essentially a community service 
institution. As it does not actively compete for the 
charter bank’s customers, any effective competition 
which does exist stems from the charter bank’s solicita- 
tion of merging bank’s customers. 

Consummation of this proposed merger will serve 
the convenience and needs of residents of Twelve Mile. 
First, the legal lending limit of the merging bank is 
$52,500, which is not enough to satisfy the seasonal 
borrowing requirements of some of their larger cus- 
tomers. The lending limit of the merged institution will 
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be over $400,000. Second, improved trust services will 
be available to residents of Twelve Mile. Third, a po- 
tential management succession problem will be elimi- 
nated at the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest 
and the application is, therefore, approved. 

November 28, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

TMSB’s home office in Twelve Mile (population 
280) is 12 miles northeast of NBL; no banking alterna- 
tives intervene. TMSB’s Galveston (population 1,100) 
branch is 16 miles southeast of NBL; The Cass County 
State Bank, a unit bank in Walton (population 1,079), 
is midway between Galveston and Logansport. No 
banking alternatives intervene in the 26 miles separat- 
ing the two offices of TMSB in eastern Gass County. 

Moreover, both banks have similar loan portfolios 
with 65 percent of TMSB’s loans and 76 percent of 
NBL’s loans being either mortgage loans or loans to 
individuals. 

Indiana branching laws prohibit de novo branching 
outside the home county, or into cities where a bank 
has its home office. NBL is not, therefore, a potential 
de novo entrant into Twelve Mile. The State branching 
law, however, is no bar to NBL’s de novo entry into 
Galveston. NBL, by opening its single branch in 
October 1968, has demonstrated the aptitude and 
capacity for de novo branching. Therefore, NBL could 
increase the level of competition between itself and 
TMSB in the future. Furthermore, nothing apparently 
would prohibit TMSB from branching into the newer 
suburban areas of Logansport, and thereby increasing 
competition in that community. 

We conclude that the proposed merger w’ould elimi- 
nate substantial direct and potential competition for 
both loans and deposits in Cass County. 

As of June 29, 1968, Cass County was served by five 
banks, with eight offices, controlling $75.2 million of 
deposits (including IPC demand deposits of $21.4 mil- 
lion) . NBL now controls approximately 52 percent of 
total deposits and approximately 54 percent of IPC 
demand deposits in the county. The proposed merger, 
if consummated, would unite the county’s first and 
fourth largest banks ; the resulting bank would control 
approximately 60 percent of total deposits, and ap- 
proximately 58 percent of IPC demand deposits in 
Cass County. 

Thus, Cass County is a highly concentrated banking 
market in which NBL, and The Farmers & Merchants 
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State Bank, Logansport, control nearly 76 percent of 
total county deposits. 

Furthermore, if the proposed merger were approved, 
the resulting bank would have 50 percent of the bank- 
ing offices in the central and eastern sections of Cass 
County; and the county’s second largest bank would 
have three of the four remaining offices in the area. 
However, several banks operate offices near the Cass 
County line in the adjacent counties of Howard and 
Miami. 


This merger would eliminate substantial direct and 
potential competition for both loans and deposits be- 
tween the merging banks; increase concentration in a 
duopolistic banking market; eliminate one of the few 
banks able to offer effective competition to that duop- 
oly; and create the potential for triggering mergers 
of other small banks within the market. We conclude 
it would have an adverse effect on competition in 
eastern Cass County, and in that county as a whole. 


The Union National Bank of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pa., and Peoples Union Bank and Trust Company, N.A., 

McKeesport, Pa; 




Banking offices 

Marne oj bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Peoples Union Bank and Trust Company, National Association, McKeesport, 
P?i with 

$207, 255, 053 
584, 998, 480 

792, 206, 864 

18 


and The Union National Bank of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pa. (705), which had. . . . 
consolidated Dec. 31, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (705). 
The consolidated bank at date of consolidation had 

36 

54 


comptroller’s decision 

On August 11, 1969, the Peoples Union Bank and 
Trust Company, National Association, McKeesport, 
Pa., and The Union National Bank of Pittsburgh, Pitts- 
burgh, Pa., applied to the Office of Comptroller of the 
Currency for permission to consolidate under the char- 
ter and with the title of the latter. 

The charter bank, with total resources of $554 mil- 
lion, is headquartered in downtown Pittsburgh, and 
operates 36 offices in five counties. It serves the cen- 
tral and western portions of Allegheny County, the 
central and northern portions of Beaver County, the 
central portion of Butler County, the central and 
northeastern portions of Washington County, and 
northwestern Westmoreland County. The consolidat- 
ing bank, with $193 million in resources, maintains its 
head office in McKeesport, and operates 17 offices in 
the southeastern portion of Allegheny County, the east- 
ern part of Washington County, and the western and 
northwestern sections of Westmoreland County. 

Under Pennsylvania law, banks may establish 
branches only in the same county in which its princi- 
pal office is located or in a county contiguous thereto. 
Together, the two applicant banks may only branch 
in the five counties in which they are presently located, 
and in .Armstrong County. Four of the six counties are 


included in the Pittsburgh SMSA. These six counties, 
which are more than half the size of either New Jersey 
or Massachusetts, form a natural consumer trading 
area, and contain 2.6 million people. It is the area 
designated as “Northern Appalachia” by the Appa- 
lachian Regional Commission. Its metropolitan center 
is the city of Pittsburgh, a city with a population 
of 604,000. The terrain of the area is rugged and 
hilly, which has tended to cluster industrial develop- 
ment into distinct zones. These industrial clusters have 
attracted concentrations of population and banking 
offices have tended to follow the population growth, 
although the population growth has lagged behind 
the Nation’s average rate of increase for several dec- 
ades. A decline in population has been marked in the 
older river valley communities such as McKeesport. 
Lack of opportunities for employment and deteriorat- 
ing housing and other physical conditions are factors 
contributing to this trend. 

The area is highly industrialized, producing over one- 
fifth of the nation’s annual steel output, as well as 
significant amounts of fabricated metal products and 
non-electrical and electrical machinery. 

There are 51 commercial banks in the sk-county area 
of Northern Appalachia. The three largest banks, Mel- 
lon Bank, Pittsburgh National Bank, and Western 
Pennsylvania National Bank, hold approximately 81 
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percent of the total deposits and assets of all banks in 
the six-county area. The fourth largest bank, Union 
National, together with the combined resources of 
Peoples Union, will hold approximately 9 percent. Dur- 
ing the past 10 years, the deposits held by the three 
largest banks increased from 78.9 percent to 80.8 per- 
cent. By contrast, the consolidating banks together 
would have held more than 11 percent of the area’s 
total deposits and assets in 1959, although at the 
present time the figure is slightly over 9 percent. The 
consolidation will combine the 10th and 20th largest 
banks in Pennsylvania, which are the 4th and 5th 
largest commercial banks in six-county area. It will 
increase the nmnber of banks operating throughout 
this regional banking market from three to fom-. 

During the past 10 years. Union National has at- 
tempted to compete regionally with the three larger 
Pittsburgh banks. It presently operates in about half of 
the local banking markets comprising the regional mar- 
ket. However, its share of the regional market has been 


declining steadily, despite its efforts to improve services 
and to stimulate competition with the larger, more 
broadly based Pittsburgh banks. In the six-county area, 
its position, relative to all of the banks operating there, 
has declined during the past 10 years, from 8.2 percent 
of total deposits to 6.7 percent. 

Peoples Union Bank maintains offices in 5 of the 18 
local banking markets within the six-coimty area. With- 
in this operating area it holds 2.3 percent of the total 
assets of all banks in total deposits, and 2.2 percent of 
total loans. This compares with 3.0 percent of total 
deposits in 1959. 

The consolidation will not affect the banking struc- 
ture within the 18 local markets. The resulting bank 
will continue to be either the third or fourth largest 
bank in the largest of these local markets, and will have 
no effect on the smaller local markets. 

Competition from other types of financial institutions 
is considerable throughout the State of Pennsylvania. 
This can be seen from the following table: 


Total Assets of Financial Intermediaries at Year-end 


[dollars in billions] 


Financial intermediary: 

Commercial banks 

Life insurance companies 

Savings and loan associations 

Mutu^ savings banks 

Fire and casualty companies 

Finance companies 

Investment companies 

Credit unions 

Noninsured pension funds 

State and local pension funds 


1960 

1967 

Rate of 
growth 
{percent) 

$257. 6 

$451.0 

75 

119.6 

177.2 

48 

71.5 

143.6 

101 

40.6 

66.4 

64 

30. 1 

43.8 

46 

25.0 

46.6 

86 

17.0 

44.7 

163 

5.7 

12.9 

126 

36.8 

86.9 

136 

19.7 

41.4 

110 


Total 


623.6 1,114.5 


Source: Savings and Loan Fact Book, 1968, p. 53. 


Over 150 savings and loan associations do business 
in the six-county area. The majority of assets held by 
these savings and loan associations are held by those 
headquartered in Allegheny County. In the mortgage 
loan area, the insured savings associations in the Pitts- 
burgh Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area held 
mortgage loans of $1.6 billion at the end of 1967. 
These associations offer 4.75 percent interest on savings 
accounts, whereas banks are limited by law to 4 per- 
cent on savings accounts. Approximately 400 credit 
unions were located in the six-county area as of year- 
end 1968. These credit unions have share accounts of 
$142.8 million, loans of $107.8 million, and total assets 
of $165.1 million. Although there is only one mutual 
savings bank within the six-county area, the Dollar 
Savings Bank, with savings accounts totaling more 
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than $332 million, four of its six branches are located 
very close to branches of Union National. Since the 
Dollar Savings Bank currently pays dividends of 5 
percent on passbook savings, it provides great com- 
petition for savings dollars to Union National. It also 
is active in the field of mortgage lending. There were 
200 small loan companies and 229 consumer discount 
licensees in the six-county area as of December 31, 
1966. Their assets amount to many millions of dollars, 
but figures on loans are not available. In addition, 
competition is offered by insurance companies and by 
commercial banks located outside of the six-county 
area. 

The applicant banks are in a difficult position com- 
petitively. The dominant Mellon Bank, which holds 
more than half of the deposits of all commercial banks 
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in the six-county area under consideration, continues 
to capture an ever increasing share of the banking 
business. In addition, the growing competitive activity 
of noncommercial banking institutions has made 
further inroads into the financial markets in this area. 
Union National Bank is unable to grow fast enough to 
compete with the Mellon Bank and the other two large 
Pittsburgh banks operating throughout its service area. 
Peoples Union Bank, faced with a declining economy, 
is deteriorating. A combination of their resources, loca- 
tions, and talents will enable the resulting bank to com- 
plete the competitive thrust Union National Bank has 
undertaken to provide by offering more convenient 
seiwices at lower cost to the local markets within the 
six-county area. 

There is no significant competition between Union 
National Bank and Peoples Union Bank. Peoples Union 
Bank is headquartered in McKeesport, in the south- 
eastern portion of Allegheny County, and its branches 
are clustered in and around McKeesport and spread 
eastward into Westmoreland County. Union National 
Bank is located in Pittsburgh, and its branches extend 
north and west of the area served by Peoples Union 
Bank. Only 1.3 percent of all checking account custo- 
mers of both banks have deposits with both banks. This 
represents only 1.6 percent of Union National Bank’s 
total demand deposits, and 0.5 percent of Peoples 
Union Bank’s total demand deposits. Similar fractional 
percentages obtain in the area of savings accounts. 
Likewise, there are very few customers living in the 
service area of one bank who maintain accounts with 
the other bank. At least 80 percent of all depositors of 
each bank live in areas contiguous to the various bank- 
ing offices of that bank. Only 1 percent of the checking 
accounts of Union National Bank were derived from 
the Peoples Union Bank depositor concentration area. 
Only 2 percent of Peoples Union Bank accounts were 
derived from the Union National Bank depo.sitor con- 
centration area. Some of these accounts repi-esent chain 
stores operating in the various local markets within the 
six-county area. Union National Bank offers free check- 
ing accounts and draws a larger proportion of its de- 
positors and deposits from outside the six-county area 
than does Peoples Union Bank. However, very few of 
these depositors or deposits come from Peoples Union 
Bank’s depositor concentration area. 

The closest branch offices of the two consolidating 
banks are the Pleasant Hills office of Union National 
Bank and the Glassport office of Peoples Union Bank. 
The two branches are 7 miles apart by the shortest high- 
way route between them. Less than 1 percent of the 
diecking accounts at Pleasant Hills were derived from 
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the service area of the Glassport branch. Only 3.4 per- 
cent of the checking accounts at Glassport, representing 
3 percent of the demand deposits in that branch, came 
from the service area of the Pleasant Hills office. Even 
in the area of trust accounts, competition between the 
two banks is minimal. Peoples Union Bank maintains 
only a small and very' localized trust department. Union 
National Bank, on the other hand, solicits new accounts 
for its considerable trust departments from a wide area. 
However, less than 1 percent of its trust accounts come 
from McKeesport, the surrounding towns, and West- 
moreland County. 

There is very little possibility of potential competition 
between the two consolidating banks. All of Union Na- 
tional Bank’s de novo branches have been located north 
and west of Pittsburgh, with one exception. None has 
been in the direction of Peoples Union Bank’s service 
area. Union National Bank has insufficient capital to 
branch extensively or quickly into new areas, both as 
a practical matter and because of capital investment 
restrictions under the National Bank Act. Union Na- 
tional Bank presently has a higher percentage of its 
total assets invested in bank buildings than any other 
of the five largest banks in the six-county area. The 
improvement and modernization of its existing bank- 
ing offices is a matter of higher priority for the fore- 
seeable future. Further, Union National Bank’s policy 
of expanding its service areas into the six-county region 
by the introduction of price competition, rather than 
a large scale branching policy, makes branching into 
Peoples Union Bank’s service area unlikely. Further- 
more, the McKeesport area is adequately banked, and 
its economic situation makes it an unlikely area for de 
novo blanches, particularly from banks located outside 
the area. The economic outlook of MxKeesport is not 
promising. It is fully-developed, for all practical pur- 
poses, and an improvement in its situation can be cal- 
culated only on a long-term basis. Westmoreland 
County, although it has a brighter economic promise, is 
a considerable distance from the existing offices of 
Union National Bank. Branch offices are badly needed 
within Union National Bank’s depositor concentration 
area to relieve overcrowded conditions in existing 
branch offices, and to provide convenient banking out- 
lets for its customers, and in the northern regions of 
Allegheny County, which have the greatest population 
growth potential. Conversely, Peoples Union Bank, 
with its capital fund limitations and declining market 
share, has no plans, and little capability, to branch 
de novo into the intensively competitive banking mar- 
kets near Pittsburgh. 

The proposed consolidation will stimulate, rather 
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than diminish, competition in the six-county area. 
Union National Bank’s free checking account services 
will be followed by the resulting bank and extended 
into the area presently served by Peoples Union Bank. 
Secondly, the competitive and desirable lending poli- 
cies followed by Union National Bank, based upon the 
needs of individual markets within the six-county area, 
will be extended to the McKeesport area which needs 
such individualized attention. Quarterly compounding 
of interest on regular savings accounts will be extended 
to the areas served by Peoples Union Bank. Finally, 
the combined resources of the resulting bank will 
result in an increased lending ability and more diversi- 
fied and experienced personnel which will benefit the 
entire six-county area. 

Union National Bank’s competitive policies have 
benefited the public in the areas it serves. The free 
checking account is a response to the proliferation of 
bank credit cards offered by the large Pittsburgh banks. 
It has resulted in reduced service charges in the Pitts- 
burgh area while service charges by commercial banks 
for demand deposits have been increasing in other 
metropolitan areas of the United States during the 
past 6 years. Union National Bank has not increased 
its time rates as quickly as other banks in the Pittsburgh 
area. Further, it has actively pursued a policy of grant- 
ing high-risk loans in cooperation with the Small Busi- 
ness Administration. The bank has cooperated with 
the Small Business Administration, particularly in ad- 
vancing funds to entrepreneurs in minority groups in 
the Pittsburgh community, and is active in making 
loans to college students. Union National Bank is the 
only bank of the five largest banks in the six-county 
area which compounds interest quarterly on savings 
accounts. 

The consolidation will extend these benefits to the 
entire area to be served by the resulting bank and will 
promote the convenience and needs of the public in 
other ways as well. The consolidation will maintain 
the benefits of local ownership and eliminate the risk 
of takeover of the Peoples Union Bank in McKeesport 
by outside interests. Local influences and problems will 
be considered and local interest will be benefited. Serv- 
ice charges on checking accounts will be eliminated for 
the depositors of Peoples Union Bank. Other free serv- 
ices offered by Union National Bank will be extended 
to the customers of Peoples Union Bank. For example. 
Union National Bank makes no charge to depositors 
for stock payment orders on checks. Further, it provides 
investment counseling services for individuals in busi- 
nesses, without charge to the customer. Other banking 
services, such as buy and sell orders for securities with 
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brokers, are less e.xpensive to customers of Union Na- 
tional Bank than to customers of other banks. Union 
National Bank’s policy of compounding interest quar- 
terly will continue and be extended to the customers 
of Peoples Union Bank. Furthermore, the consolidation 
will result in a fourth area-wide bank which will be a 
new entrant into the regional banking markets now 
dominated by three Pittsburgh-based banks, particu- 
larly the ubiquitous Mellon Bank. This fourth com- 
petitor, which has proven price-oriented policies and 
a deliberate goal of capturing an increased share of the 
market of the large banks, will likely lead to an eventual 
deconcentration of the market now controlled by the 
Mellon Bank in the six-county area. 

One of the major local areas to be benefited by the 
merger is the urban renewal project in McKeesport 
that is being substantially financed by Peoples Union 
Bank which is unable to invest in the long term mort- 
gage loans required by this project. The resources of 
Union National Bank will therefore be available for 
this part of the project. The consolidation will also 
provide a vehicle within the six-county area with the 
ability to shift capital within the area as seasonal or 
local demands arise. Banking hours will be extended, 
and management will be of greater depth and diversity 
so as to provide better advice and consultation to local 
commercial borrowers. Trust services, presently rather 
limited in the service area of Peoples Union Bank, will 
be expanded and diversified for both corporate and 
personal accounts. 

Other new services are planned after the consoli- 
dation. The resulting bank hopes to act as under- 
writer, agent, or principal in connection with 
municipal bond issues, and to establish an international 
department for the benefit of its customers having busi- 
ness transactions outside of the United States. Both 
of these services will provide competition to the large 
Pittsburgh banks. 

The proposal will improve the competitive structure 
of banking in the six counties served by the applicant 
banks. 

In the light of applicable statutory criteria the pro- 
posal appears to be in the public interest. The consoli- 
dation is, therefore, approved. 

November 28, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Union’s offices are located in downtown Pittsburgh 
and in areas to the north and west of the city itself. 
Peoples operates no offices in Pittsburgh; its branches 
are clustered around McKeesport and in areas to the 
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south and east of the Central Pittsburgh area. The 
closest offices of the merging banks are approximately 
7 miles apart; numerous banking alternatives intervene. 

Although the banks are located in different sections 
of the Greater Pittsburgh Area, there is clearly some 
competition between them. The application indicates 
that a limited number of depositors maintain accounts 
with both banks. Further, the application indicates 
that Union draws over 2,000 demand accounts, repre- 
senting approximately $2.5 million, from areas rvhere 
Peoples’ depositors are concentrated; in like manner, 
Peoples draws nearly 1,000 demand accounts, repre- 
senting approximately $1.4 million, from areas ^vhere 
Union’s depositors are concentrated. While these ac- 
counts represent minor percentages of the total number 
of demand accounts in each bank, they involve sub- 
stantial sums of money. 

The amount of direct competition would of course 
be increased if either bank were to branch more ex- 
tensively into the service area of the other as permitted 
by Pennsylvania law. The best possibility along these 
lines would appear to be Union’s potential de novo 
entry into McKeesport. McKeesport, however, is one 
of the less attractive sections of the Pittsburgh area; 
the area’s dominant bank, Mellon National Bank and 


Trust Company, has not yet entered McKeesport, and 
Union seems less likely to do so. 

Union and Peoples, while substantially smaller than 
the three largest banks in the area, are two of a very- 
small number of banks capable of serving customers 
who require the services of a relatively large bank. In 
addition, they are the most likely sources of increased 
competition to the three banks which already operate 
offices regionally, as well as to one another. While their 
merger would instantly create another bank serving the 
entire region, it would eliminate the possibility of both 
banks achieving future regional status, either through 
de novo branching, or through merger with small banks 
in diverse sections of the area. 

The four largest banks in the six-county area pres- 
ently control over 87 percent of commercial bank 
deposits therein. The proposed merger would increase 
this percentage to approximately 90 percent. 

In view of the elimination of competition that will 
be effected by the proposed merger, and of the fact that 
the merging banks, while substantially smaller than 
existing regional competitors, nonetheless are clearly 
the two banks most capable of providing increased 
competition on a regional basis, we conclude that the 
proposed merger would have an adverse effect on 
competition. 


« •» 


11. Mergers consummated pursuant to corporate reorganization, involving 
a single operating bank 

The First National Bank of Memphis, Memphis, Tenn., and The Second National Bank of Memphis, Memphis, Tenn. 


JS^ame oj bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In To be 

operation operated 

The First National Bank of Memphis, Memphis, Tenn. (336), with 

,$785,611, 198 
250, 000 

785,618, 398 

30 


and The Second National Bank of Memphis, Memphis, Tenn. (336), which had. . 
merged Jan. 17, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (336) and title “The First 
National Bank of Memphis.” The merged bank at date of merger had 

0 

30 


comptroller’s decision 

On October 23, 1968, The First National Bank of 
Memphis, Memphis, Tenn., and The Second National 
Bank of Memphis (organizing), Memphis, Tenn., ap- 
plied to the Comptroller of the Currency for permis- 
sion to merge under the charter of the latter and with 
the title of the former. 

The First National Bank of Memphis, organized in 


1864, has total assets of $706 million in its main office 
and 28 branches. 

The Second National Bank of Memphis is being 
organized to provide a means to transfer ownership of 
The First National Bank of Memphis to The First 
National Holding Corporation, a Tennessee corpora- 
tion. The First National Holding Corporation owns all 
the outstanding shares of capital stock of The Second 
National Bank of Memphis except the directors’ quali- 
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fying shares. Prior to the merger, The Second National 
Bank of Memphis will not function as a commercial 
bank. 

There will be no adverse effect on competition re- 
sulting from consummation of the proposed merger. 
The First National Bank of Memphis is the only oper- 
ating bank involved in this proposed transaction. The 
resulting bank will conduct the same banking business 
at the same locations and with the same name as the 
First National Bank of Memphis. The proposed merger 
is simply a corporate restructuring which allows all 
the assets and liabilities of The First National Bank of 
Memphis to pass and vest in the resulting bank. 


Applying the statutory criteria it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

November 29, 1968. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a sub- 
sidiary of a one-bank holding company. Thus, * * * 
[it] is merely a part of a corporate reorganization and 
as such will have no effect on competition. 

* 


First & Merchants National Bank, Richmond, Va., and Main Street National Bank, Richmond, Va. 


Banking offices 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


First & Merchants National Bank, Richmond, Va. (1111), with 

and Main Street Nationiil Bank, Richmond, Va. (1111), which had 

merged Feb. 26, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (1111) and title “First & 
Merchants National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 


$720, 703, 097 
246, 924 

720, 710, 297 


52 

0 


52 


comptroller's decision 

On November 29, 1968, First & Merchants Na- 
tional Bank, Richmond, Va., and Main Street National 
Bank (organizing), Richmond, Va., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
under the charter of the latter and the title of the 
former. 

First & Merchants National Bank has total re- 
sources of $712 million and operates 56 offices in 19 
communities in the State of Virginia. 

Main Street National Bank is being organized to pro- 
vide the means by which ownership of First & Mer- 
chants National Bank will be transferred to the First 
and Merchants Corporation. No commercial banking 
operations will be conducted by Main Street National 
Bank prior to this merger. 

* » 


Since this merger involves only one operating com- 
mercial banking institution, First and Merchants Na- 
tional Bank, there can be no adverse effect on com- 
petition resulting from consummation of this proposed 
merger. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest. The ap- 
plication is, therefore, approved. 

January 27, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a sub- 
sidiary of a one-bank holding company. Thus, * * * 
[it] is merely a part of a corporate reorganization and 
as such will have no effect on competition. 

« 
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Southern California First National Bank, San Diego, Calif., and First National Bank of San Diego, San Diego, Calif. 


Banking offices 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


Southern California First National Bank, San Diego, Calif. (3050), with 

and First National Bank of San Diego, San Diego, Calif. (3050), which had 

merged Feb. 28, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (3050) and title “Southern 
California First National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 


$664, 673, 990 46 

257, 270 0 

664,931,259 


46 


comptroller’s decision 

On November 12, 1968, the Southern California 
First National Bank, San Diego, Calif., and the First 
National Bank of San Diego (organizing), San Diego, 
Calif., filed an application with the Comptroller of the 
Currency for permission to merge under the charter of 
the latter and with the title of the former. 

The Southern California First National Bank, San 
Diego, Calif., with IPC deposits of $422 million, 
operates 44 banking offices, all of which are located in 
San Diego, Orange, and Los Angeles counties. 

The First National Bank of San Diego (organizing), 
San Diego, Calif., is a nonoperating institution which 
was organized as a step in the corporate reorganization 
of the merging bank. With the exception of directors’ 
qualifying shares, all of the stock of the charter bank is 
owned by the Southern California First National Cor- 
poration, a California corporation. 

Since the charter bank is a nonoperating institution, 


approval of this application will have no effect on com- 
petition. Service to the public will not be affected by 
this transaction as the resulting bank will operate 
through the personnel and physical facilities of the 
merging bank. Approval of the merger will, however, 
facilitate the corporate reorganization of the merging 
bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we find that this pro- 
posal is in the public interest and the application is, 
therefore, approved. 

January 21, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a sub- 
sidiary of a one-bank holding company. Thus, * * 
[it] is merely a part of a corporate reorganization and 
as such will have no effect on competition. 

■» 


Wells Fargo Bank, N.A., San Francisco, Calif., and WF National Bank, San Francisco, Calif. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin 

In 

operation 

? offices 

To he 
operated 

Wells Fargo Bank, National Association, San Francisco, Calif. (15660), with 

and WF National Bank, San Francisco, Calif. (15660), which had 

merged Feb. 28, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (15660) and title “Wells 
Fargo Bank, National Association.” The merged bank at date of merger had 

$5, 156, 980, 705 
258, 250 

5, 156, 989, 337 

252 

0 

252 


comptroller’s decision 

On December 6, 1968, Wells Fargo Bank, National 
Association, San Francisco, Calif., applied to the Office 
of the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge into the WF National Bank (organizing), San 
Francisco, Calif,, under the charter of the latter and 
with the title of the former. 


Wells Fargo Bank, National Association, as of 
June 29, 1968, had total deposits of $4.15 billion and 
total assets of $4.8 billion. The WF National Bank 
(organizing) was organized on December 2, 1968. The 
WF National Bank (organizing) is, witli the exception 
of the directors’ qualifying shares, a wholly-owned 
subsidiary of Wells Fargo and Company. Wells Fargo 
and Company was organized on November 15, 1968, 
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under California law, with the primary purpose being 
to act as a holding company of a bank and other finan- 
cial institutions. Upon consummation of the proposed 
merger it will become a one-bank holding company. 

The management of the continuing bank will be the 
same as that of the merging bank. The proposed 
merger involves a single operating bank. Accordingly, 
there is no question as to the effect on competition 
between the parties to the proposed merger. 

The proposed merger is deemed to be in the public 
interest and will result in improved services to the 
present and potential customers of the continuing 


bank. Applying the statutory criteria, we conclude that 
the proposed merger promotes the public interest with- 
out lessening competition, and the application is, there- 
fore, approved. 

January 28, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a sub- 
sidiary of a one-bank holding company. Thus, * * * 
[it] is merely a part of a corporate reorganization and as 
such will have no effect on competition. 


First National Bank of Eastern North Carolina, Jacksonville, N.C., and Financial National Bank, Jacksonville, N.C. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

First National Bank of Eastern North Carolina, Jacksonville, N.C. (14676), with. . 
and Financial National Bank, Jacksonville, N.C. (14676), which had 

$91,878, 827 
600, 000 

92,937,631 

24 


0 


merged Mar. 14, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (14676) and title “First 
National Bank of Eastern North Carolina.” The merged bank at date of merger 

24 




comptroller’s decision 

On December 30, 1968, the First National Bank of 
Eastern North Ctirolina, Jacksonville, N.C., and the 
Financial National Bank (organizing), Jacksonville, 
N.C., applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to merge under the charter of the latter 
and with the title of the former. 

First National Bank of Eastern North Carolina, the 
merging bank, is headquartered in Jacksonville, N.C., 
and has 25 offices located primarily in the eastern third 
of the State. This bank, with total resources of $87 mil- 
lion and IPC deposits of $63 million, was chartered in 
1952. 

Financial National Bank, the charter bank, is being 
organized to provide a vehicle to transfer ownership 
of the merging bank to the Financial Corporation. The 
charter bank will not be operating as a commercial 
bank prior to the merger. 


Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same loca- 
tions and with the same name as presently used by the 
merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

February 10, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


* 
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Worcester County National Bank, Worcester, Mass., and County B.ank of Worcester, N.A., Worcester, Mass. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 1 To be 

operation | operated 

Worcester County National Bank, Worcester, Mass. (79), with 

and County Bank of Worcester, National Association, Worcester, Mass. (79), 

$.303,301,094 

247, 488 

303, 308, 294 

2, 

0 

i 

merged Mar. 21, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (79) and title “Worcester 
County National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 

28 


comptroller’ .S DECISION 

On November 29, 1968, the Worcester County Na- 
tional Bank, Worcester, Mass., and the County Bank 
of Worcester, National Association (organizing), 
AA’orcester, Mass., applied to the Comptroller of the 
Currency for permission to merge under the charter 
of the latter and with the title of the former. 

The Worcester County National Bank, head- 
quartered in Worcester, Mass., has 28 offices located in 
Worcester County. This bank, with total resources of 
$298 million and IPC deposits of $225 million, was 
established in 1804. 

County Bank of Worcester, National Association, is 
being organized to provide a vehicle to transfer own- 
ership of Worcester County National Bank to Wor- 
cester Bancorp, Incorporated. County Bank of 
Worcester, National Association, will not be operating 
as a commercial bank prior to the merger. 


Because the Worcester County National Bank is 
the only operating bank involved in the proposed trans- 
action, there can be no adverse effect on competition 
resulting from consummation of the proposed merger. 
The resulting bank will conduct the same banking 
business at the same locations and with the same name 
as previously conducted by the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

January 31, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing hank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


* « 


National Bank of Commerce Trust and Savings Association, Lincoln, Nebr., and Capital City National Bank, 

Lincoln, Nebr. 




Banking offices 

Na?ne of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

\ 

In 

operation \ 

To be 
operated 

National Bank of Commerce Trust and Savings Association, Lincoln, Nebr. 
(7239), with 

$144,600,028 
245, 909 

144, 607, 228 

\ 

2 


and Capital City National Bank, Lincoln, Nebr. (7239), which had 

0 


merged Mar. 24, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (7239) and title “National 
Bank of Commerce Trust and Savings Association.” The merged bank at date of 
merger had 

\ 

' 2 


1 

i 



comptroller’s DECISION 

On January 2, 1969, the National Bank of Com- 
merce Trust and Savings Association, Lincoln, Nebr., 
and the Capital City National Bank (organizing) , Lin- 
coln, Nebr., applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 


rency for permission to merge under the charter of 
the latter and with the title of the former. 

National Bank of Commerce Trust and Savings As- 
sociation, the merging bank, has two offices in Lincoln, 
Nebr., and total resources of $147 million and IPC 
deposits of $89 million. 
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Capital City National Bank, the charter bank, is 
being organized to provide a vehicle to transfer owner- 
ship of the merging bank to the NBC Company, a 
Nebraska corporation. The charter bank will not be 
operating as a commercial bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank 
will conduct the same banking business at the same 
locations and with the same name as presently used 
by the merging bank. 

* * 


Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

February 20, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a cor- 
porate organization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 

* 


Houston National Bank, Houston, Tex., and Milam National Bank, Houston, Tex. 




I Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$278, 571,881 
250, 000 

278, 571,881 

1 



0 


merged Mar. 27, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (9353) and title “Houston 

1 




comptroller’s decision 

On January 13, 1969, the Houston National Bank, 
Houston, Tex., and the Milam National Bank (orga- 
nizing), Houston, Tex., applied to the Comptroller of 
the Currency for permission to merge under the char- 
ter of the latter and with the title of the former. 

Houston National Bank, the merging bank, is head- 
quartered in Houston, Tex., and has no branches. This 
bank, with total resources of $291 million and IPC 
deposits of $206.4 million, was originally chartered in 
1889. 

Milam National Bank, the charter bank, is being 
organized to provide a vehicle to transfer ownership 
of the merging bank to the Houston National Com- 
pany. The charter bank will not be operating as a com- 
mercial bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 


involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same loca- 
tion and with the same name as presently used by the 
merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

February 25, 1969. 

summary of report by attorney general 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a cor- 
porate reorganization and as such will have no effect 
on competition. 
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American National Bank and Trust Company of Chicago, Chicago, III., and American National Bank of Chicago, 

Chicago, III. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

American National Bank and Trust Company of Chicago, Chicago, 111. (13216), 

$929, 700, 752 
245, 980 

929, 707, 952 

j 

2 



0 


merged Mar. 31, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (13216) and title “Ameri- 
can National Bank and Trust Company of Chicago.” The merged bank at date 

2 


1 


comptroli.er’s decision 

On December 20, 1968, American National Bank 
and Trust Company of Chicago, Chicago, 111., and 
.American National Bank of Chicago (organizing), 
Chicago, 111., apiplied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge under the charter of the 
latter and with the title of the former. 

The American National Bank and Trust Company 
of Chicago has IPC deposits of S574.7 million and 
operates no branches. 

The American National Banli of Chicago is being 
organized to provide a vehicle to transfer ownership of 
iAmerican National Bank and Trust Company of Chi- 
cago to Anbatco, Inc. The American National Bank 
of Chicago will not be operating prior to the merger. 

Because the American National Bank and Trust 


Company of Chicago is the only operating bank in- 
volved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

February 24, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


Continental Illinois Nation.al B.\nk .and Trust Company of Chicago, Chicago, III. and Continental National Bank, 

Chicago, III. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Continental Illinois National Bank and Trust Company of Chicago, Chicago, 111. 
03639), with 

$6,459,040,299 
250, 000 

6, 459, 065, 927 

1 



0 


consolidated Mar. 31 1969, under charter of the latter bank (13639) and title of 
“Continental Illinois National Bank and Trust Company of Chicago.” The 

1 




comptroller’s decision 

On December 9, 1968, Continental Illinois National 
Bank and Trust Company of Chicago, Chicago, 111., 
and Continental National Bank (organizing) , Chicago, 
111., applied to the Office of the Comptroller of the 

383 - 814—70 12 


Currency for permission to merge under the charter of 
the latter and with the title of the former. 

The Continental Illinois National Bank and Trust 
Company of Chicago has IPC deposits of $3.1 billion. 
It operates no domestic branches but a number of 
foreign branches. 
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The Continental National Bank is being organized to 
provide a vehicle to transfer ownership of Continental 
Illinois National Bank and Trust Company of Chicago 
to the Conill Corp. The Continental National Bank 
will not be operating as a commercial bank prior to the 
consolidation. 

Because Continental Illinois National Bank and 
Trust Company of Chicago is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from the 
proposed transaction. 


Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed consolidation is in the public interest and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

February 3, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a sub- 
sidiary of a one-bank holding company. Thus, * * * 
[it] is merely a part of a corporate reorganization and 
as such will have no effect on competition. 

* 


National Bank of Tulsa, Tulsa, Okla., and Union Security National Bank of Tulsa, Tulsa, Okla. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$354, 672, 800 
250, 000 

354, 922, 800 

1 


and Union Security National Bank of Tulsa, Tulsa, Okla. (13679), which had. . . . 
merged Mar. 31, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (13679) and title “National 
Bank of Tulsa.” The merged bank at date of merger had 

0 

1 


comptroller’s decision 

On January 6, 1969, the National Bank of Tulsa and 
the Union Security National Bank of Tulsa (organiz- 
ing) , applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for 
permission to merge under the charter of the latter and 
with the title of the former. 

The National Bank of Tulsa, the merging bank, is 
headquartered in Tulsa and operates no branches. This 
bank, with total resources of $354 million and IPC de- 
posits of $264 million, was originally chartered in 1933. 

Union Security National Bank of Tulsa, the charter 
bank, is being organized to provide a vehicle to transfer 
ownership of the merging bank to NBT Corporation. 
The charter bank will not be operating as a commercial 
bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 


adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank 
will conduct the same banking business at the same 
location and with the same name as presently used by 
the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

February 17, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 
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Southern National Bank of Houston, Houston, Tex., and Southern Bank, N..\., Houston, Tex. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Southern National Bank of Houston, Houston, Tex. (14916), with 

$126,815,827 

248, 500 

126, 823, 027 

1 


and Southern Bank, National Association, Houston, Houston, Tex. (14916), 
which had 

0 


merged Mar. 31, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (14916) and title “Southern 
National Bank of Houston.” The merged bank at date of merger had 

1 


comptroller's decision 

On January 9, 1969, the Southern National Bank of 
Houston, Houston, Tex., and the Southern Bank, Na- 
tional Association (organizing), Houston, Tex., filed 
an application with the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to merge under the charter of the latter 
and with the title of the former. 

The Southern National Bank of Houston, Houston, 
Tex., was organized in 1960 and presently holds IPC 
deposits of approximately $64 million. 

The Southern Bank, National Association (orga- 
nizing), Houston, Tex., is a nonoperating institution 
which was organized as a step in the corporate reorga- 
nization of the merging bank. With the exception of the 
directors’ qualifying shares, all of the stock of the 
charter bank is owned by the Southern National Cor- 
poration, a Texas corporation. 

Since the charter bank is a nonoperating institution, 
approval of this application will have no effect on com- 

» -ii 


petition. Service to the public will not be affected by 
this transaction as the resulting bank will operate 
through the personnel and physical facilities of the 
merging bank. Approval of the merger will, however, 
facilitate the corporate reorganization of the merging 
bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we find that this 
proposal is within the public interest and the applica- 
tion is, therefore, approved. 

February 28, 1968. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-ov.med subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, ♦ * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 

•» 


Western Pennsylvania National Bank, Pittsburgh, Pa., and William Penn National Bank, Pittsburgh, Pa. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin 

In 

operation 

g offices 

To be 
operated 

Western Pennsylvania National Bank, Pittsburgh, Pa. (2222), with 

and William Penn National Bank, Pittsburgh, Pa. (2222), which had 

merged Mar. 31, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (2222) and title “Western 
Pennsylvania National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 

.$851, 552, 513 
257, 308 

851, 802, 513 

71 

0 

71 


comptroller’s DECISION 

On November 4, 1968, the Western Pennsylvania 
National Bank and the William Penn National Bank 
(organizing) applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge under the charter of 
the latter and with the title of the former. 


Western Pennsylvania National Bank, the merging 
bank, is headquartered in Pittsburgh and has 64 offices, 
most of which are in Allegheny County. This bank has 
total resources of $820 million and IPC deposits of 
$597 million. 

William Penn National Bank, the charter bank, is 
being organized to provide a vehicle to transfer own- 
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ership of the merging bank to the Western Pennsyl- 
vania National Bank Corporation. The charter bank 
will not be operating as a commercial bank prior to 
the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same loca- 
tions and with the same name as presently used by the 
merging bank. 

* 


Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

January 31, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a sub- 
sidiary of a one-bank holding company. Thus, * * * 
[it] is merely a part of a corporate reorganization and 
as such will have no effect on competition. 


Bank of America National Trust and Savings Association, San Francisco, Calif., and B.A. National Bank, 

San Francisco, Calif. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Bank of America National Trust and Savings Association, San Francisco, Calif. 
(13044) with 

$19, 169,246,713 
264, 000 

19, 169, 256, 269 

953 


and B.A. National Bank, San Francisco, Calif. (13044), which had 

0 

1 

i j 


merged Apr. 1, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (13044) and title “Bank of 
America National Trust and Savings Association.” The merged bank at date of 
merger had 

953 




comptroller’s DECISION 

On January 3, 1969, the Bank of America National 
Trust and Savings Association, San Francisco, Calif., 
and the B.A. National Bank (organizing), San Fran- 
cisco, Calif., applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge under the charter of the 
latter and with the title of the former. 

Bank of America National Trust and Savings Associ- 
ation, the merging bank, is headquartered in San Fran- 
cisco, and has 948 offices located throughout California. 
This bank has total resources of $23.3 billion and IPC 
deposits of $13 billion. 

B.A. National Bank, the charter bank, is being or- 
ganized to provide a vehicle to transfer ownership of 
the merging bank to the Bankamerica Corporation. 
The charter bank will not be operating as a commercial 
bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 

* 


involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank 
will conduct the same banking business at the same 
locations and with the same name as presently used by 
the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

February 27, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 

* •» 
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The Mechanics National Bank of Worcester, Worcester, Mass., and Mechanics National Bank, Worcester, Mass. 



i 

Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type of transaction 

' Total assets 

In 

To be 


\ 

operation | 

operated 


$89, 750, 485 
257,200 

i i 

8 



0 


merged Apr. 7, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (1135) and title “The 
Mechanics National Bank of Worcester.” The merged bank at date of merger had . 

8 

89, 998, 749 




comptroller’s decision 

On January 9, 1969, The Mechanics National Bank 
of Worcester, Worcester, Mass., and the Mechanics 
National Bank (organizing), Worcester, Mass., ap- 
plied to the Comptroller of the Currency for permission 
to merge under the charter of the latter and with the 
title of the former. 

The Mechanics National Bank of Worcester, the 
merging bank, is headquartered in Worcester, Mass., 
and has seven offices located throughout Worcester 
County. This bank, with total resources of $88.7 mil- 
lion and IPC deposits of $66.5 million, was originally 
chartered in 1848. 

Mechanics National Bank, the charter bank, is being 
organized to provide a vehicle to transfer ownership 
of the merging bank to the Mechanics Bancorp, In- 
corporated. The charter bank will not be operating as 
a commercial bank prior to the merger. 


Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same loca- 
tions and with the same name as now used by the 
merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

March 4, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


« * * 


The First National Bank of Atlanta, Atlanta, Ga., and Atlanta National Bank, Atlanta, Ga. 




Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To he 
operated 

The First National Bank of Atlanta, Atlanta, Ga. (1559), with 

$957, 115, 115 
250, 000 

957, 129, 503 

21 


and Atlanta National Bank, Atlanta, Ga. (1559), which had 

0 


merged Apr. 8, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (1559) and title “The First 
National Bank of Atlanta.” The merged bank at date of merger had 

21 


comptroller’s decision 

On December 20, 1968, The First National Bank of 
Atlanta, Atlanta, Ga., and the Atlanta National Bank 
(organizing), Atlanta, Ga., applied to the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter of the latter and with the title of the former. 

The First National Bank of Atlanta, tlie merging 


bank, is headquartered in Atlanta and has 20 offices 
located throughout Atlanta and nearby Decatur. This 
bank, with total resources of $811.8 million and IPG 
deposits of $632.6 million, was originally chartered in 
1865. 

Atlanta National Bank, the charter bank, is being 
organized to provide a vehicle to transfer ownership 
of the merging bank to the First National Holding 
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Corporation. The charter bank will not be operating 
as a commercial bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same loca- 
tions and with the same name as presently used by the 
merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 

* 


the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approv^ed. 

February 7, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 

* 


Crocker-Citizens National Bank, San Francisco, Calif., and Crocker Bank, N.A., San Francisco, Calif. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Crocker-Citizens National Bank, San Francisco, Calif. (1741), with 

$4, 753, 796, 838 
240, 283 

4, 753, 726, 161 

276 

0 


and Crocker Bank, National Association, San Francisco, Calif. (1741 ), which had. 
merged Apr. 21, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (1741) and title “Crocker- 
Citizens National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 


276 




comptroller’s DECISION 

On January 20, 1969, the Crocker-Citizens National 
Bank, San Francisco, Calif., and the Crocker Bank, 
National Association (organizing), San Francisco, 
Calif., applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for 
permission to merge under the charter of the latter 
and with the title of the former. 

Crocker-Citizens National Bank, the merging bank, 
is headquartered in San Francisco, and has offices lo- 
cated throughout California. This bank, with total re- 
sources of $4.9 billion and IPC deposits of $3.4 billion, 
was originally chartered in 1870. 

Crocker Bank, National Association, the charter 
bank, is being organized to provide a vehicle to trans- 
fer ownership of the merging bank to the Crocker 
National Corporation. The charter bank will not be 
operating as a commercial bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 


involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank 
will conduct the same banking business at the same 
locations and with the same name as presently used by 
the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

March 11, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF report BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


* * » 
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Hartford National Bank and Trust Compana’, Hartford, Conn., and Pearl Street National Bank, Hartford, Conn. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 





In 

To be 



operation 

operated 


$1 008 771 877 

43 



1, 249, 970 

0 


Hierged Apr. 30, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (1338) and title “Hartford 



National Bank and Trust Company.” The merged bank at date of merger had. . . 

1, 009, 021, 847 


43 


comptroller’s decision 

On December 10, 1969, the Hartford National Bank 
and Trust Company, Hartford, Conn., and the Pearl 
Street National Bank (organizing), Hartford, Conn., 
applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to merge under the charter of the latter and 
with the title of the former. 

Hartford National Bank and Trust Company, the 
merging bank, is headquartered in Hartford, Conn., 
and has 41 offices. This bank has total resources of 
$971.5 million and IPC deposits of $679 million. 

Pearl Street National Bank, the charter bank, is be- 
ing organized to provide a vehicle to transfer owner- 
ship of the merging bank to the Hartford National 
Corporation. The charter bank will not be operating 
as a commercial bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 


involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank 
will conduct the same banking business at the same 
locations and with the same name as presently used by 
the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

February 4, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a sub- 
sidiary of a one-bank holding company. Thus, * * * 
[it] is merely a part of a corporate reorganization and 
as such will have no effect on competition. 


Mara'land Na i lON.AL Bank, Baltimore, Md., and Baa’ National Bank, Baltimore, Md. 


Banking offices 


Name oj bank and type oj transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


Maryland National B.ank, Baltimore, iStd. (13745), with 

and Bay National Bank, Baltimore, Md. (13745), which had 

merged .Apr. 30, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (13745) and title “Mary- 
land National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 


$1, 061, 723, 366 
250, 985 


1,062,453, 693 


93 

0 


93 


comptroller’s decision 

On January 3, 1969, the Maryland National Bank, 
Baltimore, Md., and the Bay National Bank (orga- 
nizing), Baltimore, Md., applied to the Comptroller of 
the Currency for permission to merge under the charter 
of the latter and with the title of the former. 

Mart'land National Bank, the merging bank is head- 
quartered in the city of Baltimore and has 91 offices 
located throughout the State of Maryland. This bank, 


with total resources of $957 million and IPG deposits 
of $748 million, was chartered on August 4, 1933. 

Bay National Bank, the charter bank, is being or- 
ganized to provide a vehicle to transfer ownership of 
the merging bank to the Maryland National Corpora- 
tion, a holding company. The charter bank will not be 
operating as a commercial bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
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matioii of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same loca- 
tions and with the same name as presently used by the 
merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

March 13, 1969. 

* 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


National Bank and Trust Company, Charlottesville, Va., and NB National Bank, Charlottesville, Va. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin 

In 

operation 

g offices 

To be 
operated 

National Bank and Trust Company, Charlottesville, Va. (10618), with 

and NB National Bank, Charlottesville, Va. (10618), which had 

merged Apr. 30, 1 969, under charter of the latter bank (10618) and title “National 
Bzmk and Trust Company.” The merged bank at date of merger had 

$95, 786, 577 
255, 000 

95, 793, 927 

16 

0 

16 

1 


comptroller’s decision 

On January 1 1, 1969, the National Bank and Trust 
Company, Charlottesville, Va., and the N.B. National 
Bank (organizing), Charlottesville, Va., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
under the charter of the latter and with the title of the 
former. 

National Bank and Trust Company, the merging 
bank, is headquartered in Charlottesville, Va., and has 
17 offices in Charlottesville and other sections of Vir- 
ginia. This bank, with total resources of $95.6 million 
and IPC deposits of $74.7 million, was originally 
chartered in 1914. 

N.B. National Bank, the charter bank, is being or- 
ganized to provide a vehicle to transfer ownership of 
the merging bank to the N.B. Corporation. The charter 
bank will not be operating as a commercial bank prior 
to the merger. 

•* 


Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same loca- 
tions and with the same name as presently used by the 
merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

March 11, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


Pittsburgh National Bank, Pittsburgh, Pa., and New National Bank, Pittsburgh, Pa. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

i 

Banking offices 

1 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Pittsburgh National Bank, Pittsburgh, Pa. (252), with 

$1, 643, 390, 716 
240, 000 

1, 643, 630, 716 

%\ 

i 

! 


and New National Bank, Pittsburgh, Pa. (252), which had 


merged Apr. 30, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (252) and tide “Pittsburgh 
National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 

82 
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comptroller’s decision 

On November 15, 1968, tlie Pittsburgh National 
Bank, Pittsburgh, Pa., and the New National Bank 
(organizing), Pittsburgh, Pa., applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge under 
the charter of the latter and with the title of the 
former. 

The Pittsburgh National Bank, headquartered in 
Pittsburgh, Pa., has 89 offices throughout Allegheny, 
Beaver, Butler, Washington, and Westmoreland 
counties. This bank, with total resources of $1.6 billion 
and IPC deposits of $1.2 billion, was chartered in 1863 
as the Second National Bank of Pittsburgh and became 
known as Pittsburgh National Bank in 1959. 

New National bank is being organized to provide a 
vehicle to transfer ownership of Pittsburgh National 
Bank to Pittsburgh National Corporation. New Na- 
tional Bank will not be operating as a commercial bank 
prior to the merger. 


Because Pittsburgh National Bank is the only operat- 
ing bank involved in the proposed transaction, there 
can be no adverse effect on competition resulting from 
consummation of the proposed merger. The resulting 
bank will conduct the same banking business at the 
same locations and with the same name as now used by 
the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

January 30, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


* * * 


The Fulton National Bank of Atlanta, .Atlanta, Ga., and the Bank of The South N.A., Atlanta, Ga. 


Banking offices 


Kame of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


The Fulton National Bank of Atlanta, Atlanta, Ga. (9617), with 

and The Bank of the South National Association, Atlanta, Ga. (9617), which 

had 

merged May 1, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (9617) and title “The Ful- 
ton National Bank of Atlanta.” The merged bank at date of merger had 


$435, 098, 332 
248, 473 
435, 105, 532 



17 


comptroller’s decision 

On January 16, 1969, The Fulton National Bank of 
Atlanta, Atlanta, Ga., and The Bank of the South 
National Association (organizing), Atlanta, Ga., ap- 
plied to the Comptroller of the Currency for permission 
to merge under the charter of the latter and with the 
title of the former. 

The Fulton National Bank of Atlanta, the merging 
bank, is headquartered in Atlanta and has 17 offices 
throughout Atlanta and nearby Decatur. This bank, 
with total resources of $434.2 million and IPC deposits 
of $254.6 million, was originally chartered in 1909. 

The Bank of the South National .Association, the 
charter bank, is being organized to provide a vehicle to 
transfer ownership of the merging bank to The Fulton 
National Corporation. The charter bank will not be 
operating as a commercicJ bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 


involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank 
will conduct the same banking business at the same 
locations and with the same name as presently used by 
the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

March 6, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 
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The Johnson County National Bank and Trust Company, Prairie Village, Kans., and Johnson County Bank, N.A., Prairie 

Village, Kans. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The Johnson County National Bank and Trust Company, Prairie Village, Kans. 
(14420), with 

$51, 136, 244 

120, 000 

51, 256, 244 

1 

0 


and Johnson County Bank, National Association, Prairie Village, Kans. (14420), 
which had 


merged May 1, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (14420) and title “The 
Johnson County National Bank and Trust Company.” The merged bank at date 
of merger had 

1 




comptroller’s decision 

On January 21, 1969, The Johnson County National 
Bank and Trust Company, Prairie Village, Kans., and 
the Johnson County Bank, National Association (or- 
ganizing) , Prairie Village, Kans., applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge under 
the charter of the latter and with the title of the 
former. 

The Johnson County National Bank and Trust Com- 
pany, the merging bank, is headquartered in Prairie 
Village, Kans., and has no branches. This bank, with 
total resources of $49.7 million and IPC deposits of 
$39.3 million, was originally chartered in 1939. 

Johnson County Bank, National Association, the 
charter bank, is being organized to provide a vehicle 
to transfer ownership of the merging bank to Johnson 
County Bankshares, Inc. The charter bank will not be 
operating as a commercial bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 


involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank 
will conduct the same banking business at the same 
location and with the same name as presently used by 
the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

March 11, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


The Indiana National Bank of Indianapolis, Indianapolis, Ind., and Tower National Bank, Indianapolis, Ind. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin 

In 

operation 

g offices 

To be 
operated 

The Indiana National Bank of Indianapolis, Indianapolis, Ind. (984), with 

and Tower National Bank, Indianapolis, Ind. (984), which had 

merged May 12, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (984) and title “The 
Indiana National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 

$977, 555, 590 
238, 500 

977, 562, 790 

33 

0 

33 


comptroller’s decision 

On January 6, 1969, The Indiana National Bank of 
Indianapolis, Indianapolis, Ind., and Tower National 
Bank (organizing), Indianapolis, Ind., applied to the 
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I'he Tower National Bank is being organized to 
provide a vehicle to transfer o\\ nership of The Indiana 
National Bank of Indianapolis to the Indiana National 
Corporation. The Tower National Bank will not be 
operating as a commercial bank prior to the merger. 

Because The Indiana National Bank of Indianapolis 
is the only operating bank involved in the proposed 
transaction, there can be no adverse effect on compe- 
tition resulting from consummation of the proposed 
merger. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 


the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

March 4, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


Rhode Island Hospital Trust Company, Providence, R.I., and Rhode Island Hospital Trust National Bank, Providence, 

R.I. 


Banking offices 


Name of bank and type oj transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


Rhode Island Hospital Trust Company, Providence, R.I., with 

and Rhode Island Hospital Trust National Bank, Providence, R.I. (15723), 

which had 

merged May 29, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (15723). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


$569, 463, 074 
247, 246 
569, 710, 320 


29 

0 


29 


comptroller’s decision 

On February 21, 1969, the Rhode Island Hospital 
Trust National Bank (organizing), Providence, R.I., 
applied to the Office of the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge with the Rhode Island 
Hospital Trust Company, Providence, R.I., under the 
charter and with the title of the former. 

The Rhode Island Hospital Trust Company, the 
merging bank, is located in Providence, R.I., a city 
of 187,000 people. The bank was chartered as a State 
bank in 1867 and is presently the second largest bank 
in Rhode Island, with IPC deposits of $430.6 million. 
At the time of application it had 28 branches, includ- 
ing three facilities operated at the U.S. Naval Base, 
Newport, the Rhode Island Hospital, and Providence 
College. The resulting bank will continue to operate 
the 28 branches, and permission is being sought to 
convert the naval facility to full branch status. 

The Rhode Island Hospital Trust National Bank 
is being organized to transfer ownership of the merging 
bank to the R.I.H.T. Corporation. Prior to merger 
the organizing bank will not be operational. With the 


exception of 500 directors’ qualifying shares, all shares 
of the resulting bank will be owned by the R.I.H.T. 
Corporation. 

Because the Rhode Island Hospital Trust Company 
is the only operating bank in the proposed transaction, 
there can be no adverse effect on competition resulting 
from consummation of the proposed merger. The re- 
sulting bank will continue to conduct the merging 
bank’s business at the present locations under the title 
of the Rhode Island Hospital Trust National Bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

April 10, 1969. 

summary of report by attorney general 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiaiy of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * ^ [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 
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The First Jersey National Bank, Jersey City, N.J., and Second Jersey National Bank, Jersey City, N.J. 


N'ame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin 

In 

operation 

g offices 

To be 
operated 


$418, 645, 205 
250, 000 

418,895,205 

12 


and Second Jersey National Bank, Jersey City, N.J. (374), which had 

merged May 29, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (374) and title “The 
First Jersey National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 

0 

12 


comptroller’s decision 

On January 27, 1969, The First Jersey National 
Bank, Jersey City, N.J., and the Second Jersey Na- 
tional Bank (organizing) , Jersey City, N.J., applied to 
the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter of the latter and with the 
title of the former. 

The First Jersey National Bank, the merging bank, 
is headquartered in Jersey City, N.J., and has 13 offices 
in New Jersey. This bank, with total resources of $454 
million and IPC deposits of $371.2 million, was origi- 
nally chartered in 1864. 

Second Jersey National Bank, the charter bank, is 
being organized to provide a vehicle to transfer owner- 
ship of the merging bank to the First Jersey National 
Corporation. The charter bank will not be operating 
as a commercial bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 

* * 


involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank 
will conduct the same banking business at the same 
locations and with the same name as presently used by 
the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

March 12, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 

«• 


Commonwealth National Bank, Boston, Mass., and Commonwealth Bank, N.A., Boston, Mass. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin^ 

In 

operation 

g offices 

To be 
operated 


$43, 194, 287 

250, 136 

43, 201, 537 

6 


and Commonwealth Bank, National Association, Boston, Mass. (15399), 

0 


merged May 31, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (15399)and title “Common- 
wealth National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 

6 


comptroller’s DECISION 

On February 14, 1969, the Commonwealth National 
Bank, Boston, Mass., and the Commonwealth Bank, 
National Association (organizing), Boston, Mass., ap- 
plied to the Comptroller of the Currency for permission 
to merge under the charter of the latter and with the 
title of the former. 
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Commonwealth National Bank, the merging bank, 
is headquartered in Boston and has five offices in Bos- 
ton and one in nearby Chelsea. This bank, with total 
resources of $46.6 million and IPC deposits of $38.1 
million, was originally chartered in 1964. 

Commonw^ealth Bank, National Association, the 
charter bank, is being organized to provide a vehicle to 
transfer ownership of the merging bank to the Corn- 
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monwealth National Corporation. The charter bank 
will not be operating as a commercial bank prior to the 
merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same loca- 
tions and with the same name as presently used by 
by the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 


the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

March 26, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


«■ *• * 


Newport National Bank, Newport Beach, Calif., and Newport Bank, N.A., Newport Beach, Calif. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


Banking offices 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


Newport National Bank, Newport Beach, Calif. (15235), with 

and Newport Bank, N.A., Newport Beach, Calif. (15235), which had 

merged May 31,1969, under charter of the latter bank (15235) and title “New. 
port National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 


$61, 227, 665 
125, 000 

61, 352, 665 


comptroller’s DECISION 

On March 10, 1969, the Newport National Bank, 
Newport Beach, Calif., and the Newport Bank, N.A. 
(organizing), Newport Beach, Calif., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
under the charter of the latter and with the title of the 
former. 

Newport National Bank, the merging bank, is head- 
quartered in Newport Beach and operates seven offices 
in Newport and surrounding towns. This bank, with 
total resources of $57 million and IPC deposits of $55 
million, was originally chartered in January 1964. 

Newport Bank, N.A., the charter bank, is being 
organized to provide a vehicle to transfer ownership of 
the merging bank to the Newport National Corpora- 
tion. The charter bank will not be operating as a com- 
mercial bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 


involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same loca- 
tions and with the same name as presently used by 
the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

April 18, 1969. 

summary of report by attorney GENER.AL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * ^ [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 
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Canal National Bank, Portland, Maine, and Middle Street National Bank, Portland, Maine 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Canal National Bank, Portland, Maine (941), with 

$100, 247, 343 
241, 125 

101, 350, 325 

23 

0 

i 




merged June 2, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (941) and title “Canal N a- 
tional Bank,” The merged bank at date of merger had 

23 


j 


comptroller’s decision 

On December 6, 1968, the Middle Street National 
Bank (organizing), Portland, Maine, applied to the 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to merge with the Canal National Bank, Port- 
land, Maine, under the charter of the former and with 
the title of the latter. 

The Canal National Bank, the merging bank, is 
located in Portland, Maine, a city of 71,000 people. 
The bank was organized in 1803 and has been a Na- 
tional bank since 1865. Presently, as one of the largest 
banks in Maine, it has IPC deposits of $69.1 million in 
its main office and 22 branches. 

The Middle Street National Bank, Portland, Maine, 
duly organized October 15, 1968, as a National bank 
under Federal law, has an authorized capital stock of 
$5.4 million divided into 540,000 shares. With the ex- 
ception of 500 directors’ qualifying shares, all re- 
maining shares will be owned by United Bancorp of 
Maine, a holding company. The organizing bank has 
no financial or branch history due to its recent incep- 


tion. It will not operate as a commercial bank since its 
sole function is to act as a vehicle to form a one-bank 
holding company. 

Recognizing that the Canal National Bank is the 
only operating bank involved in the proposed transac- 
tion, there can be no adverse effect on competition re- 
sulting from consummation of the proposed merger. 
The resulting bank will continue to conduct the merg- 
ing bank’s business at the present locations under the 
title of the Canal National Bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest, and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

February 5, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The merger is part of a transaction which will result 
in a presently existing bank becoming a subsidiary of a 
one-bank holding company. Thus, the merger is merely 
part of a corporate reorganization and as such will 
have no effect on competition. 


The American National Bank of Austin, Austin, Tex., and Ambank, N.A., Austin, Tex. 



Total assets 

Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The American National Bank of Austin, Austin, Tex. (4322), with 

and Ambank, National Association, Austin, Tex. (4322), which had 

merged June 2, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (4322) and title “The 
American National Bank of Austin.” The merged bank at date of merger had. . . . 

$152, 855. 713 
250, 000 

153, 105, 713 

1 

0 

1 


comptroller’s decision 

On February 24, 1969, The American National Bank 
of Austin, Austin, Tex., and Ambank, National Asso- 
ciation (organizing) , Austin, Tex., filed an application 
with the Comptroller of the Currency for permission 
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to merge under the charter of the latter and with the 
title of the former. 

The American National Bank of Austin, Austin, 
Tex., was organized in 1890 and now holds IPC de- 
posits of $67 million. 

Ambank, National Association (organizing), Aus- 
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tin, Tex., is a nonoperating institution which was 
organized as a step in the corporate reorganization of 
the merging bank. With the exception of directors’ 
qualifying shares, all of the stock of the charter bank is 
owned by American First Corporation, a Texas 
corporation. 

Since the charter bank is a nonoperating institution, 
approval of this application will have no effect on 
competition. Service to the public will not be affected 
by this transaction as the resulting bank will operate 
through the personnel and physical facilities of the 
merging bank. Approval of the merger will, however. 


facilitate the corporate reorganization of the merging 
bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we find that this 
proposal is in the public interest and the application 
is, therefore, approved. 

April 30, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

This merger is merely part of a corporate reorganiza- 
tion which will make American National Bank of Aus- 
tin a wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding 
company and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


» ■» 


The Chase Manhattan Bank (N.A.), New York, N.Y., and The Chase Bank of New York (N.A.), New York, N.Y. 


J\fame of bank and type oj transaction 

! 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

... 

The Chase Manhattan Bank (National Association), New York, N.Y. (2370) with . 
and The Chase Bank of New York (National Association), New York, N.Y (2370) 

$17, 765, 426, 232 

250, 000 

17, 765, 434, 232 

155 

0 



merged June 4, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (2370) and title “The Chase 
Manhattan Bank (National Association).” The merged bank at date of merger had . 

155 



comptroller’s decision 

On February 17, 1969, The Chase Manhattan Bank 
(National Association) and The Chase Bank of New 
York (National Association) (organizing), applied to 
the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter of the latter and with the 
title of the former. 

The Chase Manhattan Bank (National Association) , 
the merging bank, is headquartered in New York City 
and has offices located throughout New York City 
and Nassau and Westchester counties. This bank has 
total resources of $19.3 billion and IPC deposits of $9 
billion. 

The Chase Bank of New York (National Associa- 
tion), the charter bank, is being organized to provide 
a vehicle to transfer ownership of the merging bank 
to The Chase Manhattan Corporation. The charter 
bank will not be operating as a commercial bank prior 
to the merger. 


Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank 
will conduct the same banking business at the same 
locations and with the same name as presenth' used 
by the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

April 14, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


■s ■» 
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Lincoln National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa., and Locust Street National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa. 


Banking offices 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


Lincoln National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa. (15393), with 

and Locust Street National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa. (15393), which had 

merged June 17, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (15393) and title “Lincoln 
National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 


$51, 096, 262 
240, 000 

51, 336, 262 


To be 
operated 


2 

0 


2 


comptroller’s decision 

On March 1 1, 1969, the Locust Street National Bank 
(organizing), Philadelphia, Pa., applied to the Office 
of the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge with the Lincoln National Bank, Philadelphia, 
Pa., under the charter of the former and with the title 
of the latter. 

The Lincoln National Bank, the merging bank, is 
located in Philadelphia, Pa., a city of 2.1 million. The 
bank was chartered September 1964, and presently has 
IPC deposits of $34.8 million. At the time of the appli- 
cation it had one active branch, one approved but in- 
active facility, and an application pending for a third 
facility. 

The Locust Street National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa., 
owned by Lincoln National Company, is being orga- 
nized as a means to transfer ownership of the Lincoln 
National Bank to the Lincoln National Company. 
Prior to the merger, the organizing bank will not be 


operational. With the exception of the director’s 
qualifying shares, all of the shares of the resulting bank 
will be owned by the Lincoln National Company. 

Because the Lincoln National Bank is the only oper- 
ating bank in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank 
will continue to conduct the merging bank’s business 
at the present locations under title of the Lincoln 
National Bank. The application is, therefore, approved. 

April 24, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
which will result in a presently existing bank becoming 
a wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


The Peoples National Bank of Long Island, Patchogue, N.Y., and Peoples Bank of Long Island, N.A., Patchogue, N.Y. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

1 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$70, 352, 406 

125, 500 

70, 365, 108 

8 


and Peoples Bank of Long Island, National Associadon, Patchogue, N.Y. (12788), 

0 

i 


merged June 20, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (12788) and title of “The 
Peoples National Bank of Long Island.” The merged bank at date of merger had . 

8 



comptroller’s DECISION 

On December 13, 1968, The Peoples National Bank 
of Long Island, Patchogue, N.Y., and the Peoples 
Bank of Long Island, National Association (organiz- 
ing) , Patchogue, N.Y., applied to the Comptroller of 
the Currency for permission to merge under the charter 
of the latter and with the title of the former. 
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The Peoples National Bank of Long Island, the 
merging bank, is headquartered in Patchogue and has 
nine offices throughout Suffolk County. This bank has 
total resources of $64 million and IPC deposits of $47 
million. 

The Peoples Bank of Long Island, National Associa- 
tion, the charter bank, is being organized to provide a 
vehicle to transfer ownership of the merging bank to 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stiouisfed.org/ 

Federai Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



the Bankers Trust New York Corporation. The charter 
bank will not be operating as a commercial bank prior 
to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same loca- 
tions and with the same name as presently used by 
the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 


the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

May 13, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such w’ill have no effect on 
competition. 


The Citizens and Southern National Bank of South Carolina, Cfiaeleston, S.C., and Citizens National B.ank, 

Charleston, S.C. 


i 

1 

! 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

! Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The Citizens and Southern National Bank of South Carolina, Charleston, S.C. 

$318, 366, 695 
250, 000 

318, 375, 395 

55 

0 




merged June 30, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (14425) and tide “The 
Citizens and Southern National Bank of S.C.” The merged bank at date of merger 
had 

55 


i 


comptroller’s decision 

On March 21, 1969, The Citizens and Southern 
National Bank of South Carolina, Charleston, S.C., 
and the Citizens National Bank (organizing). Charles- 
ton, S.C., applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to merge under the charter of the latter 
and wdth the title of the former. 

The Citizens and Southern National Bank of South 
Carolina, the merging bank, is headquartered in 
Charleston, and has 47 offices located throughout 
South Carolina. This bank, with total resources of 
$296.6 million and IPC deposits of $223.7 million, was 
originally chartered in 1874. 

Citizens National Bank, the charter bank, is being 
organized to provide a vehicle to transfer ownership of 
the merging bank to the Citizens and Southern Cor- 
poration. The charter bank will not be operating as a 
commercial bank prior to the merger. 


Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same loca- 
tions and with the same name as presently used by 
the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

May 1,'), 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such wall have no effect on 
competition. 
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The First National Bank and Trust Company of Tulsa, Tulsa, Okla., and The First Bank and Trust Company of Tulsa, 

N.A., Tulsa, Okla. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

1 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The First National Bank and Trust Company of Tulsa, Tulsa, Okla. (5171), with, 
and The First Bank and Trust Company of Tulsa, National Association, Tulsa, 

$418, 309, 922 

255, 968 

418,565,890 

1 


0 


merged July 1, 1969. under charter of the latter bank (5171 ) and tide “The First 
National Bank and Trust Company of Tulsa.” The merged bank at date of merger 

1 




comptroller’s decision 

On February 3, 1969, The First National Bank and 
Trust Company of Tulsa, Tulsa, Okla., and The First 
Bank and Trust Company of Tulsa, National Associa- 
tion (organizing) , Tulsa, Okla., applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge under 
the charter of the latter and with the title of the former. 

The First National Bank and Trust Company of 
Tulsa, the merging bank, is headquartered in Tulsa. 
This bank, with total resources of $455 million and 
IPC deposits of $311 million, was originally chartered 
in 1895. 

The First Bank and Trust Company of Tulsa, Na- 
tional Association, the charter bank, is being organized 
to provide a vehicle to transfer ownership of the merg- 
ing bank to the First Tulsa Bancorporation, Inc. The 
charter bank will not be operating as a commercial 
bank prior to the merger. 


Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank 
will conduct the same banking business at the same 
locations and with the same name as presently used 
by the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

April 2, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming 
a wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


* 




The First National Bank of South Carolina, Columbia, S.C., and Washington Street National Bank, Columbia, S.C. 


Banking offices 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


The First National Bank of South Carolina, Columbia, S.C. ( 1 3720), with 

and Washington Street National Bank, Columbia, S.C. (13720), which had 

merged July 19, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (13720) and tide “First 
National Bank of South Carolina.” The merged bank at date of merger had 


$236, 793, 768 
240, 000 


236, 800, 968 


41 

0 


41 


comptroller’s decision 

On January 31, 1969, The First National Bank of 
South Carolina, Columbia, S.C., and the Washington 
Street National Bank (organizing), Columbia, S.C., 
filed an application with the Comptroller of the Cur- 
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rency for permission to merge under the charter of the 
the latter and with the title of the former. 

The First National Bank of South Carolina, Colum- 
bia, S.C., holds IPC deposits of $163 million in its main 
office and 42 branches. 

The Washington Street National Bank (organizing) , 
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Columbia, S.C., is a nonoperating institution which 
was organized as a step in the corporate reorganization 
of the merging bank. With the exception of directors' 
qualifying shares, all of the stock of the charter bank is 
owned by First Bankshares Corporation of South 
Carolina, a South Carolina corporation. 

Since the charter bank is a nonoperating institution, 
approval of this application will have no effect on com- 
petition. Service to the public will not be affected by 
this transaction as the resulting bank will operate 
through the personnel and physical facilities of the 
merging bank. Approval of the merger will, however, 
facilitate the corporate reorganization of the merging 
bank. 


Applying the statutory criteria, we find that this pro- 
posal is in the public interest and the application is, 
therefore, approved. 

March 10, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


St. Louis County National Bank, Clayton, Mo., and County National B.ank, Clayton, Mo. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


Banking offices 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


St. Louis County National Bank, Clayton, Mo. (14538), with 

and County National Bank, Clayton, Mo. (14538), which had 

merged July 31, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (14538) and title “St. Louis 
County National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 


$155, 994, 399 
120,000 

156, 114, 399 



comptroller’s decision 

On April 28, 1969, the St. Louis County National 
Bank, Clayton, Mo., and the County National Bank 
(organizing) , Clayton, Mo., applied to the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter of the latter and with the title of the former. 

St. Louis County National Bank, the merging bank, 
is headquartered in Clayton, Mo., and has no other 
offices. This bank, with total resources of $154 million 
and IPC deposits of $128 million, was originally char- 
tered in November 1945. 

County National Bank, the charter bank, is being 
organized to provide a vehicle to transfer ownership of 
the merging bank to the County National Bancorpora- 
tion. The charter bank will not be operating as a com- 
mercial bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 


adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same loca- 
tions and with the same name as presently used by the 
merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

June 23, 1969. 

summary of report by attorney general 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 
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Provident National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa., and Sower National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa. 



Total assets 

I Banking offices 

Marne of bank and type of transaction 

Jn 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Provident National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa. (15422), with 

$948, 727, 022 
255, 000 

948, 982, 022 

35 


and Sower National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa. (15422), which had 

merged Aug. 13, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (15422) and title “Provident 
National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 

0 

35 


comptroller’s decision 

On May 13, 1969, the Provident National Bank, 
Philadelphia, Pa., and the Sower National Bank (orga- 
nizing) , Philadelphia, Pa., applied to the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter of the latter and with the title of the former. 

Provident National Bank, the merging bank, is head- 
quartered in Philadelphia, Pa., and has 37 offices lo- 
cated throughout southeastern Pennsylvania. This 
bank has total resources of $958.8 million and IPC 
deposits of $750.2 million. 

Sower National Bank, the charter bank, is being 
organized to provide a vehicle to transfer ownership 
of the merging bank to the Provident National Corpo- 
ration. The charter bank will not be operating as a 
commercial bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 


involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank 
will conduct the same banking business at the same 
locations and with the same name as presently used by 
the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

July 3, 1969. 

SUMMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


The First National Bank of Chicago, Chicago, III., and First Chicago Bank, N.A., Chicago, III. 


i 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

i Total assets 

\ 

Bankin. 

In 

operation 

g offiices 

To be 
operated 


$5,429,899,596 
254, 184 

5, 430, 153, 780 

1 


and First Chicago Bank, National Association, Chicago, 111. (8) which had 

merged Aug. 15, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (8) and title “The First 
National Bank of Chicago.” The merged bank at date of merger had 

0 

1 


comptroller’s DECISION 

On March 10, 1969, The First National Bank of 
Chicago, Chicago, 111., and the First Chicago Bank, 
National Association (organizing), Chicago, 111., filed 
an application with the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to merge under the charter of the latter 
and with the title of the former. 

182 


The First National Bank of Chicago, Chicago, 111., 
was organized in 1863 and now holds IPC deposits of 
nearly $4 billion. 

The First Chicago Bank, National Association (orga- 
nizing), Chicago, 111., is a nonoperating institution 
which was organized as a step in the corporate reorga- 
nization of the merging bank. With the exception of 
directors’ qualifying shares, all of the stock of the 
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charter bank is owTied by First Chicago Corporation, 
a Delaware corporation. 

Since the charter bank is a nonoperating institution, 
approval of this application will have no effect on 
competition. Service to the public will not be affected 
by this transaction as the resulting bank will operate 
through the personnel and physical facilities of the 
merging bank. Approval of the merger will, however, 
facilitate the corporate reorganization of the merging 
bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we find that this 


proposal is in the public interest and the application 
is, therefore, approved. 

April 18, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


The First National Bank and Trust Company in Steubenville, Steubenville, Ohio, and Second National Bank in Steu- 
benville, Steubenville, Ohio 



i 

Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The First National Bank and Trust Company in Steubenville, Steubenville, Ohio 

j 

$80,293,403 

115,950 

80, 409, 353 

6 


and Second National Bank in Steubenville, Steubenville, Ohio (2160), which had. 
merged Sept. 2, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (2160) and title “The 
First National Bank and Trust Company in Steubenville.” The merged bank at 
date of merger had 

0 

6 


comptroller’s decision 

On May 6, 1969, The First National Bank and Trust 
Company in Steubenville, Steubenville, Ohio, and the 
Second National Bank in Steubenville (organizing), 
Steubenville, Ohio, applied to the Comptroller of the 
Currency for permission to merge under the charter 
of the latter and with the title of the former. 

The First National Bank and Trust Company in 
Steubenville, the merging bank, is headquartered in 
Steubenville, Ohio, and has six offices throughout Jef- 
ferson County. This bank has total resources of $78.3 
million and IPC deposits of $63.6 million. 

Second National Bank in Steubenville, the charter 
bank, is being organized to provide a vehicle to trans- 
fer ownership of the merging bank to the First Steuben 
Bancorp, Inc. The charter bank will not be operating 
as a commercial bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 


involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of tlie proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same loca- 
tions and with the same name as presently used by the 
merging bank. 

Applying the statutory’ criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

June 24, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing hank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


* * * 
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The Merchants National Bank of Cedar Rapids, Cedar Rapids, Iowa, and Iowa National Bank of Cedar Rapids, Cedar 

Rapids, Iowa 



i 

Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The Merchants National Bank of Cedar Rapids, Cedar Rapids, Iowa (2511), 

$161, 136,638 

250, 000 

161, 386, 638 

2 


and Iowa National Bank of Cedar Rapids, Cedar Rapids, Iowa (2511), which 

0 

! 

merged Sept. 2, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (2511) and title of “The 
Merchants National Bank of Cedar Rapids.” The merged bank at date of merger 

2 





comptroller’s decision 

On February 24, 1969, The Merchants National 
Bank of Cedar Rapids, Cedar Rapids, Iowa, and the 
Iowa National Bank of Cedar Rapids (organizing). 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa, applied to the Comptroller of the 
Currency for permission to merge under the charter of 
the latter and with the title of the former. 

The Merchants National Bank of Cedar Rapids, the 
merging bank, is headquartered in Cedar Rapids, and 
has two offices in Cedar Rapids. This bank, with total 
resources of $161.7 million and IPC deposits of $101.3 
million, was originally chartered in 1881. 

Iowa National Bank of Cedar Rapids, the charter 
bank, is being organized to provide a vehicle to transfer 
ownership of the merging bank to Banks of Iowa, Inc. 
The charter bank will not be operating as a commercial 
bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 


involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same loca- 
tions and with the same name as presently used by 
the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

April 7, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


The Boatmen’s National Bank op St. Louis, St. Louis, Mo., and Riverfront National Bank, St. Louis, Mo. 



i 

Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The Boatmen’s National Bank of St. Louis, St. Louis, Mo. (12916), with 

and Riverfront National Bank, St. Louis, Mo. (12916), which had 

merged Sept. 8, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (12916) and title “The 
Boatmen’s National Bank of St. Louis.” The merged bank at date of merger had .... 

$292, 222, 372 
243, 541 

292,465,914 

1 

0 

1 


merge with The Boatmen’s National Bank of St. Louis, 
St. Louis, Mo., under the charter of the former and 
with the title of the latter. 

The Boatmen’s National Bank of St. Louis, the 
merging bank, is located in St. Louis, a city of some 
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comptroller’s decision 

On April 10, 1969, the Riverfront National Bank 
(organizing), St. Louis, Mo., applied to the Office of 
the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 



700,000 people. The bank presently has IPC deposits 
of $269.6 million, making it the third largest bank in 
St. Louis. 

The Riverfront National Bank, St. Louis, Mo., 
owned by the Boatmen’s Bancshares, Inc., is being 
organized as a means to transfer ownership of the 
Boatmen’s National Bank of St. Louis to the Boatmen’s 
Bancshares, Inc. With the exception of the directors’ 
qualifying shares, all shares of the resulting bank will 
be owned by the Boatmen’s Bancshares, Inc. 

Because the Boatmen’s National Bank of St. Louis 
is the only operating bank in the proposed transaction, 
there can be no adverse effect on competition resulting 
from consummation of the proposed merger. The re- 


sulting bank will continue to conduct the merging 
bank’s business at the present location under title of 
The Boatmen’s National Bank of St. Louis. The ap- 
plication is, therefore, approved. 

June 23, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


Franklin National Bank, Mineola, N.Y., and Franklin Bank of New York (N.A.), Mineola, N.Y. 


Name oj bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In ' 

operation 

To he 
operated 

Franklin Bank of New York (National Association), Mineola, N.Y. (12997), with, 
and Franklin National Bank, Mineola, N.Y. (12997), which had 

$248, 380 
2,665,516,746 

2,665, 76.5, 126 

i 

0 

86 



consolidated Sept. 22, 1969, under charter and title of “Franklin National Bank.’* 

86 


i 

1 


comptroller’s DECISION 

On July 18, 1969, Franklin National Bank, Mineola, 
N.Y., and Franklin Bank of New York (National Asso- 
ciation) (organizing), Mineola, N.Y., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to con- 
solidate under the charter and with the title of the 
foiTner. 

Franklin National Bank, the charter bank, is head- 
quartered in Mineola, and has 82 offices throughout 
New York City and Long Island, N.Y. This bank, with 
total resources of $2.7 billion and IPC deposits of $1.6 
billion, was originally chartered in 1926. 

Franklin Bank of New York (National Association) , 
the new bank, is being organized to provide a vehicle 
to transfer ownership of the charter bank to the Frank- 
lin New York Corporation. The new bank will not be 
operating as a commercial bank prior to the 
consolidation. 

Because the charter bank is the only operating bank 

* * 


involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed consolidation. The resulting 
bank will conduct the same banking business at the 
same locations and with the same name as presently 
used by the charter bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed consolidation is in the public interest and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

August 21, 1969. 

summary of report by ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such ^vill have no effect on 
competition. 

* 
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National Bank of Westchester, White Plains, N.Y., and National Bank of Westchester, White Plains, White Plains, N.Y. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


National Bank of Westchester, White Plains, N.Y. (10525), with 

and National Bank of Westchester, White Plains, White Plains, N.Y. (10525), 

whichTiad 

merged Sept. 26, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (10525) and title “National 
Bank of Westchester.” The merged bank at date of merger had 



Banking offices 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

$453, 114,339 

246, 758 

453, 361, 097 

33 


0 


33 



comptroller’s decision 

On February 25, 1969, the National Bank of West- 
chester, White Plains, N.Y., and the National Bank of 
Westchester, White Plains (organizing). White Plains, 
N.Y. applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for 
permission to merge under the charter of the latter and 
with the title of the former. 

National Bank of Westchester, the merging bank, is 
headquartered in White Plains, and has 33 offices 
throughout Westchester County and one in Dutchess 
County. This bank, with total resources of $480.4 mil- 
lion and IPC deposits of $347.4 million, was originally 
chartered in 1833. 

National Bank of Westchester, White Plains, the 
charter bank, is being organized to provide a vehicle to 
transfer ownership of the merging bank to Lincoln 
First Banks, Inc. The charter bank will not be operat- 
ing as a commercial bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 

* 


adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same loca- 
tions and with the same name as presently used by the 
merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

August 25, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed merger is part of a plan of Lincoln 
First Banks, Inc., a registered bank holding company 
incorporated in New York, to acquire New Bank as a 
wholly-owned subsidiary. 

Considered in and of itself, and apart from any pos- 
sible subsequent acquisition of New Bank by Lincoln 
First Banks, the instant merger is merely part of a cor- 
porate reorganization and as such will have no effect 
on competition. 


Central National Bank and Trust Company of Enid, Enid, Okla., and Broadway National Bank of Enid, Enid, Okla. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In \ 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Central National Bank and Trust Company of Enid, Enid, Okla. (12044), with. . 
and Broadway National Bank of Enid, Enid, Okla. (12044), which had 

$39,816,455 
250, 000 

39, 816, 455 

2 


0 


merged Sept. 30, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (12044) and title “Central 
National Bank & Trust Co., of Enid.” The merged bank at date of merger had. . 

2 




comptroller’s DECISION 

On June 2, 1969, the Central National Bank and 
Trust Company of Enid, Enid, Okla., and the Broad- 
way National Bank of Enid (organizing), Enid, Okla., 

186 


applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for permis- 
sion to merge under the charter of the latter and with 
the title of the former. 

Central National Bank and Trust Company of Enid, 
the merging bank, is headquartered in Enid and has 
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an additional office in Enid. This bank, with total re- 
sources of $36.5 million and IPC deposits of $28.2 
million, w'as originally chartered in 1921. 

Broadway National Bank of Enid, the charter bank, 
is being organized to provide a vehicle to transfer own- 
ership of the merging bank to the Central Service 
Corporation. The charter bank will not be operating as 
a commercial bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank 
will conduct the same banking business at the same 


locations and with the same name as presently used 
by the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

July 30 , 1969 . 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


* » * 


Central National Bank ln Chicago, III., and Central Bank of Chicago, N.A., Chicago, III. 


Name nf bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


Banking offices 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


Central National Bank in Chicago, Chicago, 111. (14362), with 

and Central Bank of Chicago, National .Association, Chicago, 111. (14362), which 

had 

merged Sept. 30, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (14362) and title “Central 
National Bank in Chicago.” The merged bank at date of merger had 


$447, 723, 953 
248, 480 
447, 731, 153 


1 

0 


1 


comptroller’s decision 

On February 11 , 1969 , the Central National Bank 
in Chicago, Chicago, 111., and the Central Bank of 
Chicago, National Association (organizing), Chicago, 
111., applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for 
permission to merge under the charter of the latter and 
wdth the title of the former. 

Central National Bank in Chicago, the merging 
bank, is headquartered in Chicago, 111. This bank, 
with total resources of $ 471.9 million and IPC deposits 
of $ 331.4 million, was originally chartered on July 31 , 
1936 . 

Central Bank of Chicago, National Association, the 
charter bank, is being organized to provide a vehicle to 
transfer ownership of the merging bank to the Central 
National Chicago Corporation. The charter bank will 
not be operating as a commercial bank prior to the 
merger. 


Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank 
will conduct the same banking business at the same lo- 
cation and with the same name as presently used by the 
merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

March 27 , 1969 . 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [It] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


» * » 
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Central-Penn National Bank of Philadelphia, Bala-Gynwvd, Pa., and Broad .and Walnut National Bank, Bala-Cynvvyd’ 

Pa. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin^ 

In 

operation 

? offices 

To be 
operated 

Central-Perm National Bank of Philadelphia, Bala-Cynwyd, Pa. (723), with 

and Broad and Walnut National Bank, Bala-Cynwyd, Pa. (723), which had 

merged Sept. 30, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (723) and title “Central 
Penn National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 

$449, 904, 308 
250, 107 

450,154,415 

i 

24 

0 

24 


comptroller’s decision 

On May 22, 1969, the Central-Penn National Bank 
of Philadelphia, Philadelphia, Pa., and the Broad and 
Walnut National Bank (organizing) , Philadelphia, Pa., 
applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to merge under the charter of the latter and 
with the title of “Central Penn National Bank.” 

Central-Penn National Bank of Philadelphia, the 
merging bank, is headquartered in Philadelphia and 
has 24 offices throughout Greater Philadelphia. This 
bank, with total resources of $457.7 million and IPC 
deposits of $352.5 million, was originally chartered in 
1828. 

Broad and Walnut National Bank, the charter bank, 
is being organized to provide a vehicle to transfer own- 
ership of the merging bank to the CP Financial Corp. 
The charter bank will not be operating as a commer- 
cial bank prior to the merger. 

«■ * 


Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same loca- 
tions and with the same name as presently is used by 
the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

July 9, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 

* 


First Security National Bank of Beaumont, Beaumont, Tex., and Security National Bank, Beaumont, Tex. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


Banking offices 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


First Security National Bank of Beaumont, Beaumont, Tex. (4017), with 

and Security National Bank, Beaumont, Tex. (4017), which had 

merged Sept. 30, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (4017) and title “First 
Security National Bank of Beaumont.” The merged bank at date of merger had. . 


$145, 145, 768 
257, 200 

145, 402, 968 


comptroller’s decision 

On April 29, 1969, the First Security National Bank 
of Beaumont, Beaumont, Tex., and the Security Na- 
tional Bank (organizing), Beaumont, Tex., applied to 
the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter of the latter and with the 
title of the former. 

188 


The First Security National Bank of Beaumont, the 
merging bank, is headquartered in Beaumont, Tex., 
and has no other offices. This bank, with total re- 
sources of $142 million and IPC deposits of $59 million, 
was originally chartered on April 9, 1889. 

Security National Bank, the charter bank, is being 
organized to provide a vehicle to transfer ownership 
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of the merging bank to the First Security National 
Corporation. The charter bank will not be operating 
as a commercial bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating 
bank involved in the proposed transaction, there can 
be no adverse effect on competition resulting from con- 
summation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank 
will conduct the same banking business at the same 
locations and with the same name as presently used by 
the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 


the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

July 3, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


The Security National Bank of Sioux City, Sioux City, Iowa, and Iowa Security National Bank, Sioux City, Iowa 


Xame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To he 
operated 

The Security National Bank of Sioux City, Sioux City, Iowa (3124), with 

and Iowa Security National Bank, Sioux City, Iowa (3124), which had 

.$82, 046, 366 
250, 000 

82, 296, 366 

3 

0 


merged Sept. 30, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (3124) and title “The 
Security National Bank of Sioux City, Iowa.” The merged bank at date of merger 
had 

3 




comptroller’s decision 

On May 20, 1969, The Security National Bank of 
Sioux City, Sioux City, Iowa, and Iowa Security Na- 
tional Bank (organizing), Sioux City, Iowa, filed an 
application with the Comptroller of the Currency for 
permission to merge under the charter of the latter and 
with the title of “The Security National Bank of Sioux 
City, Iowa.” 

The Security National Bank of Sioux City was char- 
tered in 1884 and now holds IPG deposits of about 
$53 million. 

The Iowa Security National Bank, the charter bank, 
is being organized to provide a vehicle to transfer own- 
ership of the merging bank to the Security National 
Corporation. The charter bank will not be operating as 
a commercial bank prior to the merger. 

Since the charter bank is a nonoperating institution, 
approval of this application will have no effect on com- 


petition. Service to the public will not be affected by 
this transaction as the resulting bank tvill operate 
through the personnel and physical facilities of the 
merging bank. Approval of the merger will, however, 
facilitate the corporate reorganization of the merging 
bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, vee find that this 
proposal is in the public interest and the application 
is, therefore, approved. 

July 16, 1969. 

summary of report by attorney general 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


* * * 
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The Liberty National Bank and Trust Company of Oklahoma City, Oklahoma City, Okla., and Liberty Bank, N.A., 

Oklahoma City, Okla. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

1 

! Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The Liberty Nationsd Bank and Trust Company of Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 
City, Okla. (11230), with 

$415,894,411 
240, 000 

415,901,611 

1 

0 


and Liberty Bank, National Association, Oklahoma City, Okla. (11230), which had. 
merged Oct. 1, 1969, under chtirter of the latter bank (11230) and title “The 
Liberty National Bank and Trust Company of Oklahoma City.” The merged 
bank at date of merger had „ 


1 


comptroller’s decision 

On May 27, 1969, The Liberty National Bank and 
Trust Company of Oklahoma City, Oklahoma City, 
Okla., and the Liberty Bank, National Association (or- 
ganizing), Oklahoma City, Okla., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
under the charter of the latter and with the title of the 
former. 

The Liberty National Bank and Trust Company of 
Oklahoma City, the merging bank, is headquartered 
in Oklahoma City, and is a single office bank. This 
bank, with total resources of $419.9 million and IPC 
deposits of $238.5 million, was originally chartered in 
1918. 

Liberty Bank, National Association, the charter 
bank, is being organized to provide a vehicle to trans- 
fer ownership of the merging bank to the Liberty Na- 
tional Corporation. The charter bank will not be 
operating as a commercial bank prior to the merger. 

* 


Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank 
will conduct the same banking business at the same 
location and with the same name as presently used 
by the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

August 6, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 

* 


Lincoln National Bank and Trust Company of Fort Wayne, Fort Wayne, Ind., and Allen County National Bank, 

Fort Wayne, Ind. 


1 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin. 

In 

operation 

g offices 

To be 
operated 

Lincoln National Bank and Trust Company of Fort Wayne, Fort Wayne, Ind. 
^7725^ with 

$272, 352, 471 
248, 448 

272, 359, 971 

7 


and Allen County National Bank, Fort Wayne, Ind. (7725), which had 

merged Oct. 31, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (7725) and title “Lincoln 
National Bank and Trust Company of Fort Wayne.” The merged bank at date of 

0 

7 
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comptroller’s decision 

On April 17, 1969, the Lincoln National Bank and 
Trust Company of Fort Wayne, Fort Wayne, Ind., and 
the Allen County National Bank (organizing). Fort 
Wayne, Ind., applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge under the charter of the 
latter and with the title of the former. 

Lincoln National Bank and Trust Company of Fort 
Wayne, the merging bank, is headquartered in Fort 
Wayne, Ind., and has six offices throughout Allen 
County. This bank, with total resources of $252.3 
million and IPC deposits of $203.8 million, was origi- 
nally chartered in May 1905. 

Allen County National Bank, the charter bank, is 
being organized to provide a vehicle to transfer owner- 
ship of the merging bank to the Lincoln Tower Cor- 
poration. The charter bank will not be operating as a 
commercial bank prior to the merger. 

* * 


Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
tion of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same loca- 
tions and with the same name as presently used by the 
merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

September 17, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 

* 


The Philadelphia National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa., and PNB National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin, 

In 

operation 

s offices 

To be 
operated 

The Philadelphia National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa. (.’)39), with 

and PNB National Bank, Philadelphia, Pa. (539), which had 

merged Nov. 1, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (539) and title “The 
Philadelphia National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 

$2, 015, 620, 546 
250, 000 

2, 046, 298, 456 

52 

0 

52 


comptroller’s decision 

On February 13, 1969, The Philadelphia National 
Bank, Philadelphia, Pa., and the PNB National Bank 
(organizing), Philadelphia, Pa., applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge imder 
the charter of the latter and with the title of the 
former. 

The Philadelphia National Bank, the merging bank, 
is headquartered in Philadelphia, and has 49 offices 
throughout the Greater Philadelphia Area. This bank, 
with total resources of $2 billion and IPC deposits of 
$1.3 billion, was originally chartered in 1859. 

PNB National Bank, the charter bank, is being orga- 
nized to provide a vehicle to transfer ownership of the 
merging bank to the PNB Corporation. The charter 
bank will not be operating as a commercial bank prior 
to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 


involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same loca- 
tions and with the same name as presently used by the 
merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

April 2, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


* * * 
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First National Bank of Huntsville, Huntsville, Tex., and Walker County National Bank, Huntsville, Tex. 


Banking offices 


Name oj bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


First National Bank of Huntsville, Huntsville, Tex. (4208), with 

and Walker County National Bank, Huntsville, Tex. (4208), which had 

merged Dec. 1, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (4208), and title of “First 
National Bank of Huntsville.” The merged bank at date of merger had 


$16, 181,495 
120, 000 

16, 188, 795 


To be 
operated 


1 

0 


1 


comptroller’s decision 

On July 16, 1969, the First National Bank of Hunts- 
ville, Huntsville, Tex., and the Walker County Na- 
tional Bank (organizing), Huntsville, Tex., applied 
to the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter of the latter and with the title 
of the former. 

The First National Bank of Huntsville, the merging 
bank, is headquartered in Huntsville, Tex. This bank, 
with total resources of $17 million and IPC deposits of 
$10.6 million, was originally chartered in 1890. The 
Walker County National Bank, the charter bank, is 
being organized to provided a vehicle to transfer own- 
ership of the merging bank to First Huntsville Cor- 
poration. The charter bank will not be operating as a 
commercial bank prior to the merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 


adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank 
will conduct the same banking business at the same 
location and with the same name as presently used by 
the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

August 29, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


SCARSDALE NATIONAL BaNK AND TrUST COMPANY, SCARSDALE, N.Y., AND ThE ScARSDALE NATIONAL BaNK & TrUST COMPANY, 

SCARSDALE, N.Y. 




I Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To he 
operated 


$73, 302, 900 

123, 221 

73,426, 121 

5 


and The Scarsdale National Bank & Trust Company, l^arsdaJe, N.Y. (11708), 

0 


merged Dee. 5, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (1 1708) and title “Scarsdale 
National Bank and Trust Company.” The merged bank at date of merger had. . . . 

5 




comptroller’s decision 

On September 9, 1969, Scarsdale National Bank and 
Trust Company and The Scarsdale National Bank & 
Trust Company (organizing), applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge under 

192 


the charter of the latter and with the title of the former. 

Scarsdale National Bank and Trust Company, the 
merging bank, is headquartered in Scarsdale. This 
bank, with total resources of $76.9 million and IPC de- 
posits of $64.5 million, was originally chartered in 1920. 

The Scarsdale National Bank & Trust Company, 
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the charter bank, is being organized to provide a ve- 
hicle to transfer ownership of the merging bank to the 
Charter New York Corporation. The charter bank will 
not be operating as a commercial bank prior to the 
merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank 
will conduct the same banking business at the same lo- 
cations and with the same name as presently used by 
the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

November 4 , 1969 . 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed merger is part of a plan under which 
Charter New York Corporation, a registered bank 
holding company, proposes to acquire all of the voting 
shares of The Scarsdale National Bank & Trust Co. 
(organizing), a nonoperating institution and as a con- 
temporaneous transaction, to effect the merger of 
Scarsdale National Bank & Trust Co. into The Scars- 
dale National Bank & Trust Co. (organizing). 
The effect of these transactions will be to transfer con- 
trol of an existing bank to a registered bank holding 
company. In and of itself, however, the proposed 
merger would merely combine an existing bank with 
a nonoperating institution; as such, and without re- 
gard to acquisition of the surviving bank by Charter 
New York Corporation, the proposed merger would 
have no effect on competition. 


« * « 


The First National Bank of Topeka, Topeka, Kans., and The Second National Bank of Topeka, Topeka, Kans. 




1 Banking offices 

Name of hank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$155, 429, 588 
250,000 

155, 429, 588 

2 


and The Second National Bank of Topeka, Topeka, Kans. (3078), which had. . . . 
merged Dec. 5, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (3078) and title “The 

0 


2 





comptroller's DECISION 

On July 31, 1969, The Second National Bank of 
Topeka and The First National Bank of Topeka ap- 
plied to the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to merge under the charter of the 
former and with the title of the latter. 

The First National Bank of Topeka, the merging 
bank, is headquartered in Topeka, Kans. The bank has 
total resources of $158.9 million and IPC deposits of 
$90.6 million. 

The Second National Bank of Topeka, the charter 
bank, is being organized to provide a vehicle to trans- 
fer ownership of the merging bank to First Topeka 
Bankshares, Inc. The charter bank will not be operating 
as a commercial bank prior to this merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
in\'olved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 


adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same loca- 
tions and with the same name as presently used by the 
merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

October 1, 1969. 

summary of report by attorney general 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 


* * * 
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The Fulton Countv National Bank and Trust Company of Gloversville, Gloversville, N.Y., and The Fulton County 

National Bank and Trust Company, Gloversville, N.Y. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The Fulton County National Bank and Trust Company of Gloversville, Glovers- 
ville, N.Y. (3312), with 

$25, 640, 683 

120, 492 

25,761,175 

3 


and The Fulton County National Bank and Trust Company, Gloversville, N.Y. 

0 


merged Dec. 5, 1969, under charter and title of the latter bank (3312). The merged 

3 





comptroller’s decision 

On August 29, 1969, The Fulton County National 
Bank and Trust Company (organizing), Gloversville, 
N.Y., applied to the Office of the Comptroller of the 
Currency for permission to merge with The Fulton 
County National Bank and Trust Company of Glovers- 
ville, Gloversville, N.Y., under the charter and with the 
title of the former. 

The Fulton County National Bank, the merging 
bank, is located in Gloversville, N.Y., a city of 21,741. 
The bank was chartered in 1852 and presently has IPC 
deposits of $21.2 million. At the time of the applica- 
tion it had three branches in addition to its main 
office. 

The Fulton County National Bank and Trust Com- 
pany, owned by Charter New York Corporation, a 
holding company, is being organized as a means to 
transfer ownership of The Fulton County National 
Bank and Trust Company of Gloversville to the hold- 
ing company. Prior to the merger, the organizing bank 
will not be operational. With the exception of the di- 
rectors’ qualifying shares, all of the shares of the result- 
ing bank will be owned by the holding company. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
in the proposed transaction, there can be no adverse 


effect on competition resulting from consumma- 
tion of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
continue to conduct the merging bank’s business at 
the present locations under title of The Fulton County 
National Bank and Trust Company. 

The application is, therefore, approved. 

November 4, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed merger is part of a plan under which 
Charter New York Corporation, a registered bank 
holding company, proposes to acquire all of the voting 
shares of Fulton County National Bank and Trust 
Company (organizing) , a nonoperating institution and 
as a contemporaneous transaction, to effect the merger 
of Fulton County National Bank & Trust Company of 
Gloversville into Fulton County National Bank and 
Trust Company (organizing) . The effect of these trans- 
actions will be to transfer control of an existing bank 
to a registered bank holding company. In and of itself, 
however, the proposed merger would merely combine 
an existing bank with a nonoperating institution; as 
such, and without regard to acquisition of the sur- 
viving bank by Charter New York Corporation, the 
proposed merger would have no effect on competition. 


The City National Bank and Trust Company of Kansas City, Kansas City, Mo., and City Bank, N.A., Kansas City, Mo. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin 

In 

operation 

g offices 

To be 
operated 

The City National Bank and Trust Company of Kansas City, Kansas City, Mo. 
(13936) with 

$360, 124, 521 
301, 961 

360, 133, 521 

2 


and City Bank, National Association, Kansas City, Mo. (13936), which had 

merged Dec. 19, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (13936) and title “The 
City National Bank and Trust Company of Kansas City.” The merged bank at date 

0 

2 
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comptroller’s decision 

On September 19, 1969, The City National Bank 
and Trust Company of Kansas City, Kansas City, Mo., 
and the City Bank, National Association (organizing), 
Kansas City, Mo., applied to the Comptroller of the 
Currency for permission to merge under the charter of 
the latter and with the title of the former. 

The City National Bank and Trust Company of 
Kansas City, the merging bank, is headquartered in 
Kansas City, and is a unit bank. This bank, with total 
resources of $370.2 million and IPC deposits of $236.7 
million, was originally chartered in 1913. 

City Bank, National Association (organizing), is 
being organized to provide a vehicle to transfer own- 
ership of the merging bank to Missouri Bancshares, 
Inc., a Missouri corporation. The charter bank will not 
operate as a commercial bank prior to the merger. 

Since the merging bank is the only operating bank 

* 


involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition from consummation of 
the proposed merger. The resulting bank will conduct 
the same banking business at the same locations and 
with the same name as presently used by the merging 
bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

November 19, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 

* * 


Commercial National Bank & Trust Company, Muskogee, Okla., and Commercial Bank, N.A., Muskogee, Okla. 



1 

Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Commercial National Bank & Trust Company, Muskogee, Okla. (12890), with. . . 
and Commercial Bank, National Association, Muskogee, Okla. (12890), which had. 
merged Dec. 31, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (12890) and title “Com- 
mercial Nation^ Bank & Trust Company.” The merged bank at date of merger 

$32, 609, 338 
124, 054 

32, 733, 391 

2 


0 


2 





comptroller’s DECISION 

On August 8, 1969, the Commercial National Bank 
& Trust Company, Muskogee, Okla., and the Com- 
mercial Bank, National Association (organizing) , Mus- 
kogee, Okla., applied to the Comptroller of the 
Currency for permission to merge under the charter 
of the latter and with the title of the former. 

Commercial National Bank & Trust Company, the 
merging bank, is headquartered in Muskogee, Okla. 
The city is 50 miles southeast of Tulsa, Okla., and has 
an estimated population of 42,000. The merging bank, 
organized February 25, 1926, has enjoyed steady and 
stable growth, and presently its assets total $30.9 mil- 
lion with IPC deposits of $22.6 million. 

Commercial Bank, National Association, the charter 
bank, organized April 14, 1969, is being utilized as a 
means of transferring ownership of the merging bank to 
the Commercial Landmark Corporation which owns 
all shares of the new bank with the exception of 500 

383 - 814—70 14 


director’s qualifying shares. The charter bank has not 
been operating as a commercial bank prior to this 
merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 
adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposed merger. The resulting bank will 
conduct the same banking business at the same location 
and with the same name as presently used by the merg- 
ing bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

November 19, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
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wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate competition. 


Farmers and Merchants National Bank, Winchester, Va., and Apple City National Bank, Winchester, Va. 


Banking offices 


jVame of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


Farmers and Merchants National Bank, Winchester, Va. (6084), with 

and Apple City National Bank, Winchester, Va. (6084), which had 

merged Dec. 31, 1969, under charter of the latter bank (6084) and title “Farmers 
and Merchants National Bank.” The merged bank at date of merger had 


$69, 838, 382 12 

150,000 0 

69,988,382 


12 


comptroller’s decision 

On June 25, 1969, Farmers and Merchants National 
Bank and Apple City National Bank (organizing) ap- 
plied to the Comptroller of the Currency for permis- 
sion to merge under the charter of the latter and with 
the title of the former. 

Farmers and Merchants National Bank, the merging 
bank, is headquartered in Winchester, Va. This bank 
has total resources of $66.5 million and IPC deposits 
of $52.5 million. 

Apple City National Bank, the charter bank, is 
being organized to provide a vehicle to transfer owner- 
ship of the merging bank to the F&M National Cor- 
poration. The charter bank will not be operating as a 
commercial bank prior to this merger. 

Because the merging bank is the only operating bank 
involved in the proposed transaction, there can be no 


adverse effect on competition resulting from consum- 
mation of the proposal. The resulting bank will con- 
duct the same banking business at the same locations 
and with the same name as presently used by the 
merging bank. 

Applying the statutory' criteria, it is concluded that 
the proposed merger is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

August 6, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

[This merger] * * * is part of a transaction which 
will result in a presently existing bank becoming a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of a one-bank holding com- 
pany. Thus, * * * [it] is merely a part of a corporate 
reorganization and as such will have no effect on 
competition. 

* 


III. Additional approvals 

A. Approved, but in litigation. 


The Idaho First National Bank, Boise, Idaho, and Fidelity National Bank of Twin Falls, Twin Falls, Idaho 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin 

In 

operation 

g offices 

To be 
operated 

Fidelity National Bank of Twin Falls, Twin Falls, Idaho (11 100), with 

and The Idaho First National Bank, Boise, Idaho (1668), which had 

applied for permission to merge Oct. 25, 1968, under charter and title of the latter 
bank (1668). The application was approved Jan. 22, 1969. The pending merger 
was challenged by Justice Department Feb. 14, 1969, and is presently in litigation. 

$22, 944, 424 
403, 224, 078 

4 

48 
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comptroller's decision 

On October 25, 1968, The Idaho First National 
Bank, Boise, Idaho, with deposits of $357 million, and 
Fidelity National Bank of Twin Falls, Twin Falls, 
Idaho, with deposits of $20 million, applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
under the charter and with the title of the former. 

Idaho, the 13th largest State in area, ranks only 43d 
in population. The estimated 1967 population of the 
State was 699,000. The number of people per square 
mile in Idaho is eight, as compared to 341 per square 
mile in Maryland and 255 per square mile in Penn- 
sylvania. The major portion of Idaho’s populace, viz. 
72.9 percent, is centered in the Snake River Plain, 
which extends across the southeastern part of the State 
from Lewis Falls to Idaho Falls. While the State is at 
present sparsely populated, it is anticipated that its 
population will grow in direct proportion to the greater 
utilization of the State's irrigation potentialities. The 
lumber industry is of major importance to the economy 
of the State, being second only to agriculture. Scenic 
beauty and abundance of wildlife combine to make 
tourism the third most important industry. Mining is 
also an important element; the mining of phosphate 
rock has recently experienced a sharp rise and has pro- 
duced the ancillary effect of promoting the growth 
of the chemical industry in Idaho. Additionally, manu- 
facturing, dominated by food processing, is growing in 
importance. A significant percentage of those employed 
in Idaho derive their livelihood from various Federal 
Government activities, including the care of extensive 
federally-owned land. 

Generally, Idaho is divided into six major trade cen- 
ters: Goeur d’Alene, in the north; Lewiston, in the 
north-central region; Boise, in the south; Twin Falls- 
Burley, in the south-central region; and Idaho Falls 
and Pocatello, in the east. The south-central trade cen- 
ter is made up of four counties : Cassia, Jerome, Mini- 
doka, and Twin Falls. Agriculture dominates the 
economy of this area. The census population of the 
four-county area is slightly in excess of 84,000, and 
almost half of these people reside in Twin Falls County. 
In other words, the population of Twin Falls County is 
approximately equal to that of the other three counties 
combined. Additionally, Twin F’alls County is by far 
the most industrialized of the four counties, having 
within its borders 57 manufacturing plants, most of 
which are engaged in food processing activities. In 
1963, these four counties had 14.6 percent of the retail 
trade in the State, and approximately 75 percent of that 
trade was handled in the towns of Twin Falls, Burley, 


and Jerome. Twin Falls, the fourth largest city in the 
State, is the marketing locale for the nine counties in 
Magic Valley and is the most important trading area 
in the south-central trade area. 

The charter bank. The Idaho First National Bank, 
is headquartered in Boise, Idaho, and presently operates 
48 offices in virtually ev'ery section of the State. It is 
the largest of the commercial banks headquartered in 
the State of Idaho. 

The merging bank. Fidelity National Bank of Twin 
Falls, has its head office in the city of Twin Falls. It 
operates two branch offices, one in Hazel ton, 14 miles 
to the east, and the other in Filer, 8 miles to the west 
of the city of Twin Falls. Fidelity National Bank of 
Twin Falls limits almost all of its activities to the needs 
of the agricultural segment of the community as evi- 
denced by the fact that 72 percent of its loans are farm 
loans. Moreover, the merging bank has no trust depart- 
ment, offers no FHA or VA real estate loans, has only 
nominal consumer installment loans, has no specialists 
outside of agriculture, and offers no credit card. 

This merger will not significantly affect the state- 
wide competitive posture of the charter bank. The 26 
commercial banks headquartered in Idaho presently 
operate 165 banking offices — not included in the 165 
offices are four branch offices which have not as yet 
been opened but for which applications have been ap- 
proved — or a population per banking office ratio of 
slightly in excess of 4,200 as compared with a national 
average of more than 6,200 persons per banking office. 
The charter bank competes vigorously with several ag- 
gressive and progressive statewide banking institutions. 
The main source of this competition comes from: First 
Security Bank of Idaho, National Association, the sec- 
ond largest commercial bank in Idaho, with $326 
million in deposits and 50 offices scattered throughout 
the State ; Bank of Idaho, the third largest bank in the 
State, with $120 million in deposits and 20 offices 
throughout the State; and Idaho Bank and Trust Com- 
pany, the fourth largest bank in the State, with deposits 
of $68 million and with eight offices in an arc stretch- 
ing from Boise through Burley to Pocatello. First Secu- 
rity Bank of Idaho, N.A., is a subsidiary of the First 
Security Corporation, Salt Lake City, Utah, an organi- 
zation with almost $820 million in deposits. Bank of 
Idaho is a member of the $8 billion Western Ban- 
corporation, the largest bank holding company in the 
country. Because of their membership in these large or- 
ganizations and the benefits deriving therefrom, both 
Frirst Security Bank of Idaho, N.A., and Bank of Idaho 
exert a competitive force in the State far in excess of 
that normally exerted by commercial banks of com- 
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parable size which are not so affiliated. Spirited com- 
petition is also generated in the northern half of the 
State by financial institutions headquartered in Spo- 
kane, Wash. These Spokane-based institutions owe 
their presence as a competitive force in the State largely 
to a history of inadequate transportation links between 
the northern and southern sections of the State. Con- 
sequently, Spokane, 50 miles to the west of Coeur 
d’Alene and easily accessible to residents of northern 
Idaho, became the cultural and business center for 
northern Idaho. Savings and loan associations, with 
deposits of $271 million as of December 31, 1967, and 
other financial institutions located within the State are 
important competitive statewide factors. 

The merging bank. Fidelity National Bank of Twin 
Falls, is in direct competition with several commercial 
banks with offices in the city of Twin Falls and its 
local environs. First Security Bank of Idaho, N.A., has 
a branch in Twin Falls. Twin Falls Bank and Trust 
Company, the fifth largest bank in the State with assets 
of $24 million, has its head office and a branch within 
the geographic limits of the city of Twin Falls and 
another branch approximately 5 miles to the east in 
the town of Kimberly. Having received permission from 
the State authorities. Bank of Idaho is expected to open 
a de novo branch in the city of Twin Falls in the spring 
of 1969. 

The main offices of The Idaho First National Bank 
and Fidelity National Bank of Twin Falls are approxi- 
mately 130 miles apart. The charter bank has a branch 
office in Buhl, in Twin Falls County, 9 miles to the west 
of the merging bank’s branch at Filer; a branch in 
Wendell, in Gooding County, 16 miles to the north of 
Filer; and a branch in Rupert, in Minidoka County, 
29 miles to the east of the merging bank’s branch in 
Hazelton. Based upon the proximity of the offices at 
Buhl and Filer, it might appear that the participating 
banks are competitors. However, analysis of the facts 
establishes that any direct competition which exists be- 
tween the two banks is so minute as to be insignificant. 
A study of the participants’ records shows that there is 
less than 3 percent penetration of one bank into the 
other’s service area, and that the degree of commonality 
of accounts between the two banks is less than 1 per- 
cent. Competition on so small a scale is tantamount to 
no competition at all. 

Whether this merger will substantially lessen poten- 
tial competition between the participating banks turns 
on the question of whether it is reasonable for The 
Idaho First National to enter the city of Twin Falls via 
the de novo branch office route. The charter bank has 
applied to this Office on two occasions for permission 
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to open a de novo branch in the city of Twin Falls. 
It withdrew its first application in August 1959. The 
second application was denied on April 2, 1963. Addi- 
tionally, since 1962, The First National Bank of Idaho 
has made four applications and two requests for recon- 
sideration for permission to open a de novo branch in 
the town of Burley. All of these requests have been 
denied, the latest denial was in July 1968. Denial of 
these applications was based primarily on the ground 
that the area was adequately banked at that time, and 
that the establishment of an additional branch unit 
was not warranted. It would seem that the only sub- 
stantial change in the operative facts upon which these 
denials were based is the anticipated opening of a de 
novo branch office by Bank of Idaho in the city of 
Twin Falls. In summary, it appears that de novo 
branching by the charter bank is not a reasonable 
alternative as a means of entering the city of Twin 
Falls. 

This proposed merger will have a procompetitive 
effect on the service area in question. At present. First 
Security Bank of Idaho, N.A., is the only full-service 
bank in the city of Twin Falls. Bank of Idaho will offer 
vigorous competition when its recently approved de 
novo branch office in the city of Twin Falls is in full 
operation. In like manner, the introduction into the 
area of a third competitor. The Idaho First National 
Bank, pursuant to this merger, will stimulate competi- 
tion for First Security Bank, of Idaho, N.A., and Bank 
of Idaho by providing another alternative to which 
the residents may look for a full range of banking 
services. 

This proposed merger is in the public interest. Be- 
cause of its heavy concentration on farm loans. Fidelity 
National Bank of Twin Falls has not served the other 
banking needs of the community. The resultant bank, 
however, will offer a trust department, FHA and VA 
real estate loans, consumer installment loans, specialists 
in fields other than agriculture, a credit card and other 
banking services. In short, a bank of limited service 
capabilities will be replaced by a full-service bank. 
Moreover, the decrease in the number of farms con- 
comitant with the increase in the size of existing farms 
has created need for lending capability in excess of 
that of the merging bank. The higher lending limit 
available as a result of this merger would serve to 
meet that need and thereby benefit the service area 
concerned as well as the economy of the entire State. 

Effectuation of this merger will neither significantly 
alter the degree of concentration or unsettle the bank- 
ing structure in the State, or in the merging bank’s 
service area, nor give The Idaho First National Bank a 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stiouisfed.org/ 

Federai Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



marked advantage over its competitors. On the con- 
trary, not only are any slightly adverse competitive 
effects outweighed by the procompetitive effects of this 
merger proposal, but also the convenience and needs 
of the community are promoted and the public inter- 
est is served. 

Applying the statutory criteria, it is found that the 
proposed merger is in the public interest. The applica- 
tion, is, therefore, approved. 

January 22, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

This merger involves the first and sixth largest 
banks in Idaho. 

The closest offices of the merging banks are 9 and 
17 miles apart, with no banks in the intervening 
area. The three First National offices located within 
50 miles of any Fidelity branch have 186 accounts 
drawn from areas in which Fidelity operates, and 
Fidelity has 174 accounts drawn from areas in which 
these three First National branches are located; 
these branches of the merging banks have 20 com- 
mon accounts. It would appear, in view of the scope 
of operations of the merging banks, the proximity of 
their branches, and the absence of intervening 
banks, that there is some direct competition that 
would be eliminated by this merger. 

Three banks operate in Twin Falls: Fidelity, 
Twin Falls Bank and Trust Company (total deposits, 
$24.3 million), and First Security National Bank 
(total deposits, $326.4 million), the second largest 
bank in Idaho. Five banks operate in Twin Falls 
County as a whole. As of June 30, 1966, Fidelity had 
the second largest share, or 36 percent, of IPG de- 
posits in Twin Falls and the second largest share, or 
30 percent, of such deposits in the county as a whole; 
First National held the third largest share, or 11 per- 
cent, of county IPG deposits. If this merger were con- 
summated, First National would hold 41 percent of 


such deposits in Twin Falls County and two banks 
would hold about 85 percent of such deposits. 

Idaho law permits statewide de novo branching. 
First National, the largest bank in tire State, with 34 
percent of State deposits, appears to be the most likely 
potential entrant into Twin Falls; this of course, would 
increase the existing competition between First Na- 
tional and Fidelity. 

According to the application. First National has 
made numerous efforts to gain de novo entry into the 
Twin Falls area over the past 10 years, but all of 
these requests have been denied by the Comptroller 
of the Currency due to the low ratio of population 
to banking offices existing in this area. However, we 
note that Bank of Idaho (total deposits, $1 19 million) , 
the third largest bank in the State and a subsidiary 
of Western Bancorporation, has been authorized to 
open a branch in Twin Falls by State authorities. 
Therefore, we conclude that First National, as the 
State’s largest bank, is still a possible de novo entrant 
into Twin Falls. 

This merger will eliminate some direct competition 
between the merging banks and will substantially en- 
hance the high degree of concentration in Twin Falls 
County. It will also eliminate the potential for en- 
hanced competition which would flow from de novo 
entry by the State’s largest bank into Twin Falls itself. 

Moreover, banking in Idaho is highly concentrated. 
Two banks hold about 66 percent of total commercial 
bank deposits in the State and three banks hold about 
77 percent. Under these conditions, it is particularly 
important that viable smaller banks, with the potential 
to compete with the largest banks for the business 
of large industrial customers, either through internal 
growth or through combination with other small banks 
in separate local markets, not be absorbed by the 
State’s largest banks. 

We conclude that the merger will have a signifi- 
cantly adverse effect on competition. 


-X- * * 


The First National Bank of Sunbury, Suneory, Pa;, and Snyder County Trust Company, Selinsgrove, Pa; 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

i 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

j 

$19, 157, 800 
35, 133,605 

2 


and The First National Bank of Sunbury, Sunbury, Pa. (1237), which had. ..... 

3 


applied for permission to merge Feb. 25, 1969, under charter of the latter bank 
(1237) and title “First National Bank and Trust Company.” The application was 
approved Sept. 26, 1 969. The pending merger was challenged by Justice Depart- 
ment Oct. 24, 1969, and is presently in litigation. 
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comptroller’s decision 

On February 25, 1969, The First National Bank of 
Sunbury, Sunbury, Pa., and Snyder County Trust 
Company, Selinsgrove, Pa., applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge under 
the charter of the former and with the title of “First 
National Bank and Trust Company.” 

The charter bank, with IPC deposits of $28 mil- 
lion, was originally organized in 1831, and presently 
operates two banking offices in Sunbury and a branch 
office in Shamokin Dam. The bank is departmental- 
ized and has capable personnel heading each depart- 
ment. Its well-developed installment loan and trust 
departments contribute substantially to the bank’s 
earnings. However, because of its limited lending 
ability, the bank has had to participate several large 
loans with its New York and Philadelphia correspond- 
ent banks and has lost some customers in the process. 

The merging bank, with IPC deposits of $17 million, 
was originally organized in 1925, and presently oper- 
ates a branch office in Shamokin Dam. While the 
bank is presently well-managed it faces a management 
succession problem when its president, now 76 years 
old, retires. It has only one other operating officer. 
Earnings at the bank have been fair and it is in need 
of additional capital. The installment loan and trust 
departments of this bank are small and have not con- 
tributed significantly to the bank’s earnings. Because 
of its limited lending ability and a high ratio of loans 
to deposits, the bank has had to participate several 
loans and also sell loans which it has originated. 

Sunbury, the home of the charter bank, has a pres- 
ent population of about 15,000 and is the seat of 
Northumberland County, which has a popualtion of 
over 100,000. Sunbury is only 52 miles to the north 
of Harrisburg, the State capital. Situated at the con- 
fluence of the north and west branches of the 
Susquehanna River, the city is part of the Central Sus- 
quehanna Valley Area which is one of the richest 
agricultural areas in the eastern United States. Due pri- 
marily to the decline in importance of anthracite coal 
mining in the area. Northumberland County experi- 
enced an economic decline and a downtrend in popu- 
lation. However, a diversified industrial economy has 
been developing in recent years, and continuing ag- 
gressive efforts are being made by the community to 
attract new industry. 

Selinsgrove, home of the merging bank, has a popu- 
lation of about 4,000 and is located on the west side 
of the Susquehanna River which serves as a natural 
dividing line between Snyder and Northumberland 
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counties. Only two narrow bridges cross the river, one 
in Sunbury and the other in Northumberland. Selins- 
grove is the home of the Susquehanna University, 
which has an enrollment of 1,200 students, and pro- 
vides employment for 300 persons, and the Susque- 
hanna State Hospital, which has 2,000 patients, and 
employs about 1,300 workers. Industry in the area 
employs about 1,000 persons. The area is well provided 
with retail and wholesale establishments, and residen- 
tial and recreational facilities. 

The application describes a 10-county area, which 
includes all the counties adjacent to the home county 
of the charter bank, constituting the geographic mar- 
ket into which the bank could branch under the law. 
The area, which is referred to as “Appalachia,” em- 
braces much of the depressed Pennsylvania anthracite 
coal fields and its economy is generally below the stand- 
ards enjoyed by the eastern and western ends of the 
State. A diversified industrial economy is gradually 
developing. The area relies heavily upon manufactur- 
ing which, in 1963, contributed about 26 percent of 
personal income in the area. The road system is about 
to undergo dramatic changes. The Pennsylvania De- 
partment of Highways has secured legislative appropri- 
ations of over $30 million for road improvements and 
changes in the vicinity of Sunbury and Selinsgrove. 
The PennsyK'ania Shortway, which bisects the area, 
will soon be completed. The Pennsylvania Anthracite 
Expressway will cut diagonally through the area, 
eventually connecting Binghamton, N.Y., directly with 
Harrisburg via Scranton. The Department of Forests 
and Waters is building a 2,800-foot-long dam on the 
Susquehanna River at Sunbury which will create a vast 
lake and a recreational site running 10 miles upstream. 
The area is endowed with many colleges and universi- 
ties. The prospects for future economic growth are 
excellent. This creates a need for expanded banking 
services and additional capital funds to aid and en- 
hance this growth. 

Banking competition in the 10-coimty area is pro- 
vided by 174 offices of 86 banks, with total aggregate 
deposits of approximately $1.3 billion. If this merger 
is consummated, the resulting bank would represent 4 
percent of the area’s total deposits. The strongest com- 
petition emanates from the 59 banks located in the four 
counties of Northumberland, Dauphin, Lycoming, and 
Schuylkill. They operate a total of 131 banking offices, 
and have total aggregate deposits of over $1 billion. 
The resulting bank would represent 4.8 percent of this 
total. Strongly competing in the area are 32 savings 
and loan associations, 65 credit unions, 33 sales finance 
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companies, 70 small loan companies, and 88 consumer 
discount outlets. 

Both participating banks have offices in Shamokin 
Dam, and there are presently 142 common customers 
with accounts of $1,000 or more ; of these accounts only 
a few exceed $10,000, indicating a strong reliance on 
Federal deposit insurance. Approval of this merger 
will eliminate whatever competition now exists between 
these banks in the Shamokin Dam area. On the other 
hand, it will solve the management and capital prob- 
lems at the merging bank and will benefit the custo- 
mers of the merging bank by providing a bank with 
greater resources and expanded banking services to 
meet their needs, in particular, installment loan and 
trust services. 

Consummation of this merger will create a more 
viable, competing institution, with greater resources 
and able to provide better serv'ices to the area it serves. 
The resulting economies of scale from the combined 
operation will increase earnings enabling the bank to 
set up electronic data processing equipment in its trust 
department and maintain an adequate managerial 
staff. The resulting bank with its greater resources will 
be in a better position to aid the growing industries in 
its area by making available to them the needed local 
capital funds. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, this 
merger is deemed to be in the public interest. It is, 
therefore, approved. 

September 26, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The head offices of the merging banks are approxi- 
mately 6 miles apart, and each has a branch office in 
the town of Shamokin Dam. While their main offices 
lie on opposite sides of the Susquehanna River, there 
are no banks in the intervening area, other than the 
competing offices of the merging banks in Shamokin 
Dam. Therefore, it would appear that this merger will 


eliminate substantial direct competition between the 
merging banks. 

Moreover, as each of the merging banks could be 
permitted to branch or merge into the home office 
county of the other (as First National has done in 
Shamokin Dam), this merger will eliminate the po- 
tential for greater competition between them. 

An appropriate market in which to measure the com- 
petitive effects of this merger is a four-county area sur- 
rounding the communities of Sunbuiy and Selinsgrove, 
consisting of Snyder, Northumberland, Union, and 
Montour counties. As of June 30, 1966, First National 
held the largest share, approximately 15.7 percent, of 
IPC demand deposits in this area, while Snyder Trust 
held the second largest share, approximately 7.9 per- 
cent, of such deposits. Their combined share of such 
deposits would have been over 23 percent, about four 
times as large as that of the next largest bank. 

Even these substantial concentration statistics pos- 
sibly understate the competitive effects of this merger, 
for competition between the merging banks would ap- 
pear to be most direct in the Sunbury-Selinsgrove area 
of the Susquehanna Valley, where there are few bank- 
ing alternatives. Thus, within 5 miles of either Sunbury 
or Selinsgrove, there are, in addition to the five offices 
maintained by the merging banks, only four offices op- 
erated by three other commercial banks. First National 
and Snyder Trust are far larger than the other banks in 
this immediate area; as of June 30, 1966, First National 
held approximately 54 percent of IPC demand de- 
posits in the area, while Snyder Trust held approxi- 
mately 27 percent of such deposits. While these shares 
may slightly overstate the impact of this proposed 
merger, it will clearly combine the most important com- 
petitive alternatives in the Sunbury-Selinsgrove area, 
and tend to deter the possible development of a more 
competitive commercial banking structure in the area. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the proposed 
merger will have a significantly adverse effect upon 
competition. 


* * * 
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National Bank & Trust Company of Central Pennsylvania, York, Pa., and The Reading Trust Company, Reading, Pa., 

AND Lancaster County Farmers National Bank, Lancaster, Pa. 



1 

Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In I 

operation | 

To be 
operated 


$133,481,829 
138, 086, 601 

258, 844, 519 

13 



8 


and National Bank & Trust Company of Central Pennsylvania, York, Pa. (694), 

21 

1 


applied for permission to consolidate Mar. 21, 1969, under charter of the latter 
bank (694) and title “National Central Bank.” The application was approved 
Nov. 14, 1969. The pending consolidation was challenged by Justice Department 
Dec. 11, 1969, and is presently in litigation. 



comptroller’s decision 

On March 21, 1969, the National Bank and Trust 
Company of Central Pennsylvania, York, Pa., the Lan- 
caster County Farmers National Bank, Lancaster, Pa., 
and The Reading Trust Company, Reading, Pa. ap- 
plied to the Comptroller of the Currency for permis- 
sion to consolidate under the charter of National Bank 
and Trust Company of Central Pennsylvania and with 
the title “National Central Bank.” A public hearing 
on the application was held on August 14, 1969, in 
Harrisburg, Pa. 

A primary motive for the proposal is to establish a 
local banking institution in south-central Pennsylvania 
of sufficient size to keep pace with the burgeoning econ- 
omy in the area. The three applicants, individually, 
are insufficient in size to generate the expansion neces- 
sary to provide the financial resources and services 
local customers now require. As a result, too many 
firms in the area take their financial business to major 
city banks, to the detriment of local banks and the 
regional economy. 

While south-central Pennsylvania is the geographical 
area to be immediately affected by this proposal, it 
must be viewed in relation to all of southeast Pennsyl- 
vania of which it is part, both geographically and eco- 
nomically. Southeast Pennsylvania encompasses all or 
most of the 19 counties lying in the southeastern quad- 
rant of the state. Within this quadrant are the follow- 
ing cities: Philadelphia, Harrisburg, York, Lancaster, 
Reading, Pottsville, Allentown, Bethlehem, Pottstown, 
Norristown, and Lebanon. The south-central area in- 
volved in this proposal includes 11 of the 19 counties 
and the cities of Harrisburg, York, Lancaster, Read- 
ing, Pottsville, and Lebanon. 

This south-central area of Pennsylvania affected by 
this proposal centers around the cities of York, Lan- 
caster, and Reading, where the participating banks 
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maintain their main offices. These cities form a cres- 
cent with York on the southwestern horn and Reading 
on the northeastern horn. York lies 22 miles west of 
Lancaster and 55 miles southwest of Reading. Reading 
is 30 miles northeast of Lancaster. Lancaster is 45 
miles northwest of Wilmington, Del., and 60 miles 
north of Baltimore, Md. Philadelphia, to the east of 
these cities, is 55 miles from Reading, 65 miles from 
Lancaster, and 90 miles from York. 

The transportation facilities available in this sec- 
tion of Pennsylvania make any city located therein an 
ideal distribution point. The highway complex in the 
south-central Pennsylvania region is particularly attrac- 
tive to industries seeking new sites. Harrisburg sits at 
the conjunction of Interstate 83, running south to Bal- 
timore; the Pennsylvania Turnpike, which spans the 
State from Pittsburgh to Philadelphia; Interstate 81, 
which will join New Orleans to Canada; Interstate 78, 
which connects with Allentown and Bethlehem; and 
U.S. 15, which goes from Williamsport, Pa., to Fred- 
erick, Md., where it meets Interstate 70. A new inter- 
state highway is now under construction between 
Harrisburg and Lancaster. Because of the ease and con- 
venience of transportation this complex of roads offers 
to industry and shippers, some 70 motor carriers have 
set up operations in Harrisburg. At this time, there are 
30 freight terminals handling merchandise in and out 
of the city. Harrisburg, York, and Lancaster are each 
served by two railroads. Three commercial and two 
commuter airlines serve York and Harrisburg and two 
airlines serve Lancaster. Reading, the hub of Berks 
County, is served by two Federal highways and three 
congested State roadways. Two railroads — the Read- 
ing and Penn-Central — and four airlines — ^Allegheny, 
Eastern, Suburban, and General — also serve the city 
of Reading. 

This south-central Pennsylvania area, commonly re- 
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ferred to as “Pennsylvania Dutch Country,” encom- 
passes a six-county area. These six counties, Berks, 
Chester, Dauphin, Lancaster, Lebanon, and York, 
cover 4,362 square miles, or almost 10 percent of the 
total land area of the State and contain an estimated 
1.4 million people. Over 230,000 persons are employed 
in 2,732 manufacturing plants, which represent 15 
percent of the State total. New construction in the six 
counties accounted for 20 percent of the State total in 
1967, lending support to the claim that this area is one 
of the fastest growing, most dynamic areas in the entire 
country'. From 1960 to 1967, the rate of population in- 
crease of these six covmties was more than double that 
of the State as a whole. From a relatively simple agrar- 
ian economy, the area has become, within the past 
decade, a major industrial and distribution center. The 
excellent transportation developed within the past 10 
years, the general labor tranquilit}', and availability of 
land have all played a vital role in the expansion of 
local concerns and the relocation of other companies 
to the trade area. Although farming and its concomi- 
tant need for specialized financing remain an impor- 
tant consideration with farm cash receipts of the six 
counties representing 31 percent of the State total, the 
metamorphosis which has been taking place within 
the region now requires a bank capable of providing 
the new and expanding services required by business, 
industry, and government. 

Lancaster, York, and Berks, home counties of the 
applicant banks, not only rank first, second, and third, 
respectively, in the number of farms and income from 
farming in Pennsylvania, but the three counties also 
rank in the top 10 counties in the number of manufac- 
turing plants and total employment. Of 15 major labor 
markets in the State, the cities of Lancaster and Read- 
ing had the lowest unemployment figures in 1967, a 
position they held since 1960. In 1967, unemployment 
was 1.7 percent for Reading and 1.8 percent for Lan- 
caster. York, the third home office city, was not far 
behind with only 2.3 percent of its civilian work force 
unemployed as of 1967 — a figure that gave the city 
third place among 15 major labor markets in Pennsyl- 
vania. In 1966, these three counties accounted for al- 
most 10 percent of the total value of goods exported 
by Pennsylvania manufacturing establishments. 

Lancaster, with a population of approximately 
57,000, is the fourth major city within the six-county 
area and is the prospective headquarters city for the 
resulting bank. The population of the city and its en- 
virons increased by some 23 percent between 1950 and 
1960. Lancaster County is the leading agricultural 
coimtry in the State with cash receipts in 1965 more 


than double those of any other county. However, there 
has been substantial growth in industry, as is evidenced 
by the $3 million increase in capital expenditures be- 
tween 1964 and 1966, the $253 million increase in 
value of production, and the 20 percent increase in 
industrial employment, compared to the State aver- 
age of only 8 percent, during the period 1960 to 1969. 
Major employers within the county include the Arm- 
strong Cork Co., employing 21,280, and the Hamilton 
Watch Co., employing 4,200. During the past decade, 
20 new plants, employing 6,000 workers, have been 
added to the industrial complex. Since 1958, 22,000 
nonfarm jobs have been made available, representing 
an increase of more than 24 percent, double that of the 
State’s overall growth. Lancaster is one of the few 
counties where unemployment is seldom, if ever, a 
problem with unemployment figures rarely exceeding 
2 percent. This city is easily accessible to all major 
eastern cities and it exports many products to these 
cities. 

York is an area that has changed from a primarily 
agriculturally oriented economy to an industrial-agri- 
cultural mix. Heavy industry, today, plays a major role 
and created 2,000 jobs between January 1967 and 
October 1968. The population of the county increased 
by over 25 percent between 1950 and 1960. Today, 
such prominent national concerns as Caterpillar 
Tractor, Borg-Wamer, Allis Chalmers, and Teledyne 
have large investments in plant facilities in the York 
area. 

Reading, the county seat of Berks County, with a 
population of approximately 100,000, has undergone 
a shift in employment from the textile industry to 
metals, chemical and allied products, and electrical 
machinery. The city is the hub of the entire county. 
The value of production increased by $200 million 
between 1964 and 1966, and there are 14 companies 
employing more than 1,000 persons each. Major em- 
ployers in the Reading area include Carpenter Steel 
Co., employing 5,000; Curtis Electro Corp., employ- 
ing 5,000; Textile Machine Works, employing 4,000; 
and Vanity Fair Mills, employing 5,000. The county 
population, estimated at 293,000 in 1967, has increased 
by some 14 percent over the 1950 figure. 

National Bank and Trust Company of Central Penn- 
sylvania, the largest of the three consolidating banks, 
with $205.4 million in I PC deposits and 21 branches, 
was chartered as a National bank in 1865. The bank’s 
primary service area is limited to York and Dauphin 
counties although it does operate a branch in Colum- 
bia in Lancaster County and another in Cumberland 
County. Within its seiv'ice area, 32 banks have their 
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headquarters and are operating 81 branch offices in 
which they have a total of $1.3 billion in deposits. 
National Central’s primary banking competitors are 
the $198 million Dauphin Deposit Trust Company in 
Harrisburg, the $173 million Harrisburg National 
Bank and Trust Company, and the $143 million York 
Bank and Trust Company. The bank held 17.4 per- 
cent of the commercial bank deposits in Cumberland, 
Dauphin, and York counties at year-end 1968. This 
represented a decrease in the share of the market held 
by National Central from 19.8 percent in 1964. There 
has been a steady and consistent decline in the share 
of the market held by National Central from 1964 
through 1968, notwithstanding the bank’s growth by 
$50 million, or almost 30 percent. 

Lancaster County Farmers National Bank, with 
IPC deposits of $110.2 million and 12 branches, was 
chartered in 1864. There are 22 banks, operating 40 
branches within the county, holding some $559 mil- 
lion in deposits. Primary competition for the bank 
derives from the $95 million Fulton National Bank 
and the $73 million Conestoga National Bank, both 
headquartered in the city of Lancaster. Although this 
bank held 21.9 percent of the commercial bank de- 
posits in Lancaster County at year-end 1968, this figure 
represents a decrease in its share of the market. In this 
case, the bank’s share of the market declined by 4 per- 
cent from 1964 when its share of the market was 25.9 
percent. The percent of deposits held by the two largest 
and three largest banks in the county also declined 
during this 1964 to 1968 period. At year-end 1964, the 
three largest banks headquartered in the county, Con- 
estoga National Bank, Fulton National Bank, and the 
applicant, controlled 59.2 percent of the commercial 
bank deposits in Lancaster County. By year-end 1968, 
these three banks controlled 54 percent of the com- 
mercial bank deposits in the county, and in each bank 
there had been a decline in its market share at a time 
when total bank deposits in the county were increasing 
by nearly 50 percent. 

The Reading Bank and Trust Company was 
chartered as a State institution in October 1886. This 
bank, with IPC deposits of $107.7 million, operates 
seven branches throughout Berks County. Thirteen 
banks, operating 53 offices, are headquartered in the 
county. Its primary competition derives from the $437 
million American Bank and Trust Company of Penn- 
sylvania and the $187 million Bank of Permsylvania. 
The bank held 13.9 percent of the total deposits of 
commercial banks headquartered in Berks County at 
year-end 1968. As is the case with the other applicant 
banks, the share of the market held by Reading Trust 
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declined between 1964 and 1968, from 16.8 to 13.9 
percent, despite the fact that the bank’s deposits grew 
by more than 50 percent during this period. 

Pennsylvania banking is a curious mixture of limited 
branching into contiguous counties and deeply in- 
grained parochial attitudes on the part of the popula- 
tion outside the two major metropolitan areas of 
Philadelphia and Pittsburgh. This combination helps to 
explain why there are 516 separate banks in the State 
operating 1,597 branches, making Pennsylvania the 
ninth most populous State in terms of banks, and third 
most populous in terms of branches. Only California 
and New York have more banking offices than Penn- 
sylvania. In terms of banking concentration, the State 
ranks 27th of the 50 States in the share of deposits held 
by the largest, two largest, and five largest commercial 
banks, respectively. 

The Pennsylvania branch banking statute has a sig- 
nificant impact on this proposed consolidation. Under 
the terms of this law, a bank may branch de novo in 
the county wherein the main office is located and in 
counties contiguous thereto. By reason of this State 
law, the National Bank and Trust Company of Central 
Pennsylvania can branch de novo in York, Lancaster, 
Dauphin, Adams, and Cumberland counties. The Lan- 
caster County Farmers National Bank can branch in 
six counties, viz. Lancaster, Dauphin, Lebanon, Berks, 
Chester, and York. The Reading Trust Company is 
permitted to branch de novo in Berks, Lancaster, 
Lebanon, Chester, Lehigh, Montgomery, and Schuyl- 
kill counties. On consummation of this consolidation 
and the relocation of the main office of the charter 
bank to Lancaster, the resulting bank will have the 
same branching rights as are now possessed by the 
Lancaster County Farmers National Bank. Following 
consummation, the constituent banks will have re- 
linquished their right to branch in Adams, Cumber- 
land, Lehigh, Montgomery, and Schuylkill counties. 

Customers in the trade areas of the three banks tend 
to be clannish in nature and opposed to outside in- 
fluence; this phenomenon is evidenced by the fact that 
banks within the trade area confine their activities, for 
the most part, to their home counties. For example, 
in the instant case, both Lancaster County Farmers 
National Bank and The Reading Trust Company have 
no branches outside their home counties. In fact, not a 
single bank headquartered in Lancaster County has a 
branch office outside that county, although under 
Pennsylvania law, six counties are open to these Lan- 
caster banks for de novo branching. Of the 22 banks 
with offices in Lancaster County, only three have head- 
quarters and operate outside the county, and no office 
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of these out-of-county banks is located in the city of 
Lancaster. No bank has successfully branched de novo 
into Lancaster County in the past 35 years, the only 
successful entry into the county being through acquisi- 
tion. 

Although the si.x-county area, into which the result- 
ing bank may branch, contains somewhat less than 10 
percent of the State’s population, it contains almost 15 
percent of the State’s banks with 77 of the State total 
of 516 banks. Both in terms of number of people per 
bank and number of people per banking office, the 
six-county area ranks well ahead of the remainder of 
the State. For example, according to a 1966 census, 
there were 18,181 people per bank in the six-county 
area, and 4,821 people per banking office in the same 
area; this compares with an average of 22,427 people 
per bank and 5,511 people per banking office for the 
State as a whole. These banks control well over $3 
billion in banking assets. 

In addition to the competition derived from banks 
both in and out of the six-county area, applicant banks 
compete vigorously with other hnancial institutions. 
There are some 62 savings and loan associations in the 
six counties, widi total assets exceeding $712 million. 
Credit unions too play an important role, with 153 out- 
lets in the six counties. In all, there are some 610 finan- 
cial institutions in the six-county area. Each of these 
institutions competes with the others in some capacity, 
whether it be through the making of loans or the ac- 
ceptance of deposits. Denying the existence of such 
competition in no way lessens its effect or impact upon 
customers within the trade area, nor upon the banks 
operating therein. It is w ithin this financial milieu that 
apj^licant banks conduct their business and compete. 
These banks also face out-of-territory competition b>' 
the major metropolitan banks in New York, Philadel- 
phia, Pittsburgh, and Baltimore. Harrisburg, for ex- 
amine, is only 80 miles from Baltimore, 105 miles 
from Philadelphia, 197 miles from Pittsburgh, and 186 
miles from New York. Excellent road, rail, and air 
transportation make these cities easily accessible not 
only to Harrisburg but to the other cities in this six- 
county complex. Representatives of the large metro- 
politan banks headquartered in Philadelphia, New 
York, Pittsburgh, and Baltimore are continually solicit- 
ing business in areas served by the applicant banks. 

In the context of banking competition in this south- 
central region of Pennsylvania, the amount of actual 
competition between the participating banks to be 
eliminated by this proposal is inconsequential. The 
fact that National Bank and Trust Company of Cen- 
tral Pennsylvania derives 57.9 percent of its deposits 


from York County and 30.9 percent from Dauphin 
County indicates that it does not compete either with 
the Lancaster County Farmers National Bank, which 
deriv'es 94.2 percent of its deposits from Lancaster 
County, or with Reading Trust County, which gets 
91.2 percent of its deposits from Berks County. 

It is only in Columbia in Lancaster County, where 
both National Bank and Trust Company of Central 
Pennsylvania and Lancaster County Farmers National 
Bank have a branch office, that any sign of competition 
can be discovered. This competition, when viewed, in 
relation to the economy of Columbia and in the con- 
text of banking in this region, is de minimis. 

Very aggressive competition comes from out-of-area 
metropolitan banks vying for the prime commercial 
and industrial business generated in the area. The large 
banks in Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, New York, and 
Baltimore canvass the area by direct-mailing solicita- 
tions, newspaper advertisements, and travelling repre- 
sentatives. Recently a Philadelphia bank installed a 
resident trust officer in Lancaster to solicit local trust 
accounts. Two other Philadelphia banks have com- 
menced the operation of computer centers in this south- 
central Pennsylvania area. Another Philadelphia bank 
competes in this area through the Bank Americard 
w'hich it introduced into the York area, and which it 
promotes through full-page ads in local papers that 
identify it as Philadelphia-oriented. It is clear that the 
Philadelphia banks do compete with the participating 
banks and will continue to compete aggressively with 
the resulting bank. 

Since this application does not involve any signifi- 
cant, presently existing, competition among the appli- 
cant banks, the question presented is one of potential 
competition and the elimination of such theoretical 
competition. Under present State law. National Cen- 
tral cannot branch into Berks County or Chester 
County, and Reading Trust cannot branch into either 
York or Dauphin County. The area where competition 
would most likely arise, Lancaster, is an area that is 
both unrealistic and beyond reasonable probability for 
de novo branching by either National Central or Read- 
ing Trust. The fact that no bank has successfully 
branched de novo into Lancaster County in the past 
35 )'ears, mitigates the argument that the two banks 
are likely potential entrants into this area. Nor is Lan- 
caster Farmers a strong potential entrant into Berks, 
York, or Dauphin counties. The bank has never shown 
an inclination to branch outside its home county, and 
although it is the largest bank headquartered in Lan- 
caster County, there is nothing to indicate that future 
patterns will be different from the past. In fact, each 
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of the banks has shown a propensity for staying within 
its service area. Virtually all of the loan deposit business 
of the three banks originates within their respective 
market areas. None of them derives any substantial 
business from the other’s service area. 

The potential competition that could be developed 
between the participating banks through expansion 
of their separate branching systems is not significant. 
It is neither feasible nor possible to expand by branch- 
ing on the scale required to provide the growth and 
size needed by the participants to satisfy the growing 
needs of the local economy. To urge branch expansion 
by the separate participants in order to develop a poten- 
tial competition between them at some distant time in 
the future is a negative approach that ignores the pres- 
ent needs of the local economy and works to entrench 
the city banks in their dominant position in the State. 

The establishment of de novo branches by the par- 
ticipating banks and other local banks in the past has 
minimized the opportunity for opening more de novo 
oflSces. Several recent applications for new charters 
and branches have been declined, particularly in the 
Lancaster and York areas. The argument that these 
areas are already well-banked finds reasonable basis 
in statistics showing that the ratio of persons to banking 
offices has decreased substantially over the past 10 
years. In Lancaster, the ratio has dropped from 6,300 
to 5,400 persons per banking office, whereas in York 
it dropped from 6,100 to 4,800. 

De novo branching by the applicants into each 
other’s service areas is not feasible economically. With 
their present resources, none of them has the capacity 
to incur the great expense of penetrating a new area. 
Acquiring real estate, one of the major cost items, is 
difficult as most of the favorable sites have already 
been taken. 

The need for regional banking is clearly indicated 
by the economic and banking climate as it presently 
exists, and as it is expected to exist in the future. No one 
bank of these three is capable, either in terms of man- 
agerial or financial resources, of meeting the growing 
needs of this burgeoning area. Services now offered to 
only a limited extent, such as money management, lock 
box, international banking, data transmission, commer- 
cial factoring, and corporate trust services, will become 
full-time, fully competitive services. The increased size 
of the resulting bank will permit greater financing of 
risk ventures particularly in the area of ghetto and 
small business financing. 

The resulting bank will have both the capital and 
managerial skills to expand into Chester and Lebanon 
counties, and to compete effectively against the $504 
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million American Bank and Trust Company of Read- 
ing and large Montgomery County-headquartered 
banks, including the Industrial Valley Bank, the Con- 
tinental Bank and Trust Company, and Central Penn 
National Bank, each with total resources exceeding 
$500 million. In addition, strong area competition will 
be provided by “The Commonwealth National Bank,” 
an approved combination of the Harrisburg National 
Bank, Conestoga National Bank, and The First Na- 
tional Bank of York. Presently, there is no single bank 
capable of providing the additional services that the 
consolidated bank proposes to perform. No one bank 
has either the financial or managerial resources to offer 
their respective communities these services. Economic 
and population expansion in southeastern Pennsylvania 
have created a need for regional banking. This con- 
solidation appears to be one important method of 
achieving an acceptable and reasonable solution to this 
need. 

It is concluded that this proposal is in the public in- 
terest and meets the relevant statutory criteria. The 
consolidation is therefore approved. 

November 14, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed consolidation will have its primary 
effects in Berks, Lancaster, York, and Dauphin coun- 
ties in south-central Pennsylvania and in the cities of 
Reading, Lancaster, York, and Harrisburg which lie 
therein. 

The proposed consolidation would combine the 
largest bank headquartered and operating in York and 
Dauphin counties with the largest bank headquartered 
in Lancaster County and the third largest bank head- 
quartered in Berks County. National Central, the re- 
sulting institution, would become the largest bank in 
the four-county area, with total deposits in excess of 
$454 million. 

The proposed consolidation would eliminate a lim- 
ited amount of competition; National Central and 
Lancaster Bank both operate offices in Columbia, Lan- 
caster County. 

Under Pennsylvania law, National Central and 
Reading Trust could be permitted to establish de novo 
branches in Lancaster County and Lancaster Bank 
could be permitted to establish de novo branches in 
York, Berks, and Dauphin counties. 

National Central would appear to be the second 
largest, and Reading Trust one of the largest, of all 
commercial banks eligible to branch into the city of 
Lancaster and elsewhere in Lancaster County. Corn- 
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merciai banking in Lancaster County is concentrated ; 
as of June 30, 1966, the three largest banks held ap- 
proximately 58 percent of county IPC demand de- 
posits; Lancaster Bank, the largest, held over 25 
percent of such deposits. National Central presently 
operates one office in the western part of Lancaster 
County, which would facilitate more substantial de 
novo entry into the county, as a whole, including those 
areas presently served by Lancaster Bank. 

Lancaster Bank would appear to be among the 
largest potential entrants into Dauphin, York, and 
Berks counties. Commercial banking in each of these 
three counties is highly concentrated: as of June 30, 
1966, the four largest banks in York County held over 

79 percent of county IPC demand deposits; the three 
largest banks in Dauphin County held approximately 

80 percent of county IPC demand deposits; and the 
three largest banks in Berks County held over 80 per- 
cent of county IPC demand deposits. On that date. Na- 
tional Central held the largest share, about 30 percent, 
of York County IPC demand deposits and the third 
largest share, about 18 percent, of Dauphin County 
IPC demand deposits. Reading Trust held the third 
largest share, about 16 percent, of such deposits in 
Berks County. 

Thus, the proposed consolidation would have the 
serious effects (1) of eliminating National Central as 
a probable potential entrant into Lancaster County, 
where it is the second largest potential entrant; and 
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(2) of eliminating Lancaster Bank as a probable po- 
tential entrant into Dauphin County, where it is the 
second largest potential entrant, and York County, 
where it is the third largest potential entrant. Poten- 
tial competition would also be eliminated between Lan- 
caster Bank and Reading Trust, in Berks and 
Lancaster counties. Each of the three banks would 
appear to possess sufficient resources to branch de novo 
into the aforementioned markets, thereby creating the 
potential of greater competition among them. In the 
alternative, each might enter such markets by merger 
with one of the smaller banks located therein; such 
entry would have a lesser impact on potential compe- 
tition. The seriousness of these effects is made clear 
by the fact that the resulting bank — which would con- 
trol some 21 percent of total deposits in the four-county 
area — -would not only be the largest bank operating in 
the area but would be larger than all but one of the 
banks eligible to enter any part of the area at the 
present time. 

The most important sources of potential competition 
within each of the four counties must come primarily 
from within the four-county area rather than outside. 
For these reasons, we conclude that the proposed con- 
solidation would have a significantly adverse effect on 
potential competition, particularly in Lancaster and 
Dauphin counties and to a somewhat lesser extent in 
York and Berks counties. 

» •» 


B. Approved, but abandoned after litigation. 


Crocker-Citizens National Bank, San Francisco, Calif., and Bank of Sonoma County, Sebastopol, Calif. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To he 
operated 


$22, 880, 439 

4, 296, 053, 904 

3 

276 


and Crocker-Citizens National Bank, San Francisco, Calif. (1741), which had. . . . 
applied for permission to merge Dec. 9, 1968, under charter and title of the latter 
bank (1741). The application was approved Mar. 6, 1969, but was abandoned 
by the banks May 1, 1969, after filing of antitrust suit by the Justice Department. 




comptroller’s decision 

On December 9, 1968, the Crocker-Citizens 

National Bank, San Francisco, Calif., and the Bank 
of Sonoma County, Sebastopol, Calif., applied to the 


Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
under the charter and with the title of the former. 

Crocker-Citizens National Bank, the charter bank, 
operates 276 branches in 37 of California’s 58 counties. 
It is the fourth largest commercial bank in the State 
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with IPG deposits of $3.2 billion. As a large, statewide 
institution, the charter bank offers a full complement 
of modern services to its customers. 

The Bank of Sonoma County, with IPC deposits of 
$19 million, operates its main office in Sebastopol and 
its two branches in Forestville and Guemeville. Sebas- 
topol is located in the western part of Sonoma County 
approximately 60 miles north of San Francisco and 
8 miles west of Santa Rosa, the county seat of Sonoma 
County. The bank serves an area containing a popula- 
tion of approximately 26,000 people. 

The western half of Sonoma County is primarily 
agricultural. Livestock and apple production are major 
sources of income, although tourism has become im- 
portant to the economy. This area is served by the 
merging bank, a branch of Bank of America, N.A., 
and The Sierra National Bank. Banks located in Santa 
Rosa, Sonoma County’s commercial and residential 
center, also solicit business from the western part of 
the county. 

The charter bank has adequate financial resources, 
capable management, and extremely satisfactory pros- 
pects for the future. On the other hand, the merging 
bank has been governed by most of the same policies 
and uses much of the same physical plant and bank- 
ing techniques as it did 15 years ago. Because of this, 
the merging bank now finds itself having to deal with 
the problems of modernizing and expanding its physi- 
cal facilities, updating equipment, and recruiting 
experienced executive personnel and specialists. 

The merging bank’s market share in the western 
Sonoma County area is decreasing in the face of in- 
tense competition from Bank of America’s Sebastopol 
branch which is generating 3.5 times as much growth 
as the merging bank. At present, the merging bank 
holds only 9 percent of the deposits and 8 percent of 
the loans in all the Sonoma County banks. 

Consummation of this proposal will have no adverse 
effects on banking competition. As applicant banks 
do not compete with each other to any significant 
extent, the number of banking alternatives in the 
Sebastopol area will not be reduced by this proposal. 
The relatively large number of banks per capita in 
the area indicates that de novo entry by the charter 
bank into Sebastopol is very unlikely. The resulting 
bank would hold a total of only 12 percent of the 
deposits and 11 percent of the loans in the county. 
The merger will not change Grocker-Citizens’ rank 
among banking institutions in the State of California, 
or in Sonoma County. The increase in Crocker- 


Citizens’ percentage of total deposits and loans in the 
State will be de minimis. 

The substitution of a branch of a statewide bank 
for the Bank of Sonoma County will bring competitive 
stimulus into the area in the form of trust, inter- 
national banking, and computer services, all presently 
available through Bank of America’s Sebastopol 
branch. Finally, the replacement of the Bank of 
Sonoma County by Crocker-Citizens National Bank 
\vill be of considerable benefit to the convenience and 
needs of the Sebastopol community. 

The proposal appears to benefit the public interest 
without producing anticompetitive effects. The appli- 
cation is, therefore, approved. 

March 6, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Crocker-Citizens, the fourth largest bank in Cali- 
fornia, operates four branches in Sonoma County. 

Western Sonoma County, where Sonoma Bank has 
its offices, is separated from eastern Sonoma County, 
where Crocker-Citizens operates its offices, by a sparsely 
populated, low lying plain that, because of occasional 
flooding, is presently unsuited for development. How- 
ever, these two areas are connected by good roads; 
Santa Rosa, in eastern Sonoma County, is by far the 
largest community and trading center in the region, 
and about one-third of the residents of Sebastopol, 
the major city in western Sonoma County, commute 
to Santa Rosa to work. Accordingly, Crocker-Citizens 
is a competitive alternative to Sonoma Bank. This 
merger will eliminate significant direct competition be- 
tween offices of Crocker-Citizens and Sonoma Bank. 

Banking in Sonoma County is presently highly con- 
centrated. As of June 30, 1966, 11 banks operated 
offices in the county. As of that date, three banks held 
78 percent of county IPC deposits. Sonoma Bank held 
the fourth largest share, or 9.5 percent, of such deposits 
and Crocker-Citizens held the fifth largest share, or 
5.2 percent of such deposits. Consummation of the pro- 
posed merger would increase the resulting bank’s share 
of county IPG deposits to 14.7 percent, and increase 
the share of the four largest banks in terms of local 
operations, from 87 percent to 92 percent of such 
deposits. 

The proposed merger would eliminate significant 
existing competition between Crocker-Citizens and 
Sonoma Bank and would substantially increase con- 
centration in Sonoma County. Therefore, we conclude 
that this proposed merger would have a significantly 
adverse effect on competition. 

* 
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The Connecticut Bank and Trust Company, Hartford, Conn;, and The Connecticut National Bank, Bridgeport, Conn. 




I 

Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

To be 



operation 

operated 

The Connecticut Bank and Tmst Company, Hartford, Conn., with 

$895, 475. 783 
323,604,851 

46 


and The Connecticut National Bank, Bridgeport, Conn. (335), which had 

42 


applied for permission to consolidate Sept. 12, 1968, under charter of the latter 
bank (335) and title “Connecticut National Bank and Trust Company.” The 
application was approved Apr. 14, 1969, but was abandoned by the banks June 1 7, 

1 969, after filing of antitrust suit by the Justice Department. 







comptroller’s decision 

On September 12, 1968, The Connecticut National 
Bank, Bridgeport, Conn., and The Connecticut Bank 
and Trust Company, Hartford, Conn., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to con- 
solidate under the charter of the former and with the 
title “Connecticut National Bank and Trust Com- 
pany.” A public hearing was held on this application in 
Boston, Mass., on January 15, 1969. 

The proposal, which will give Connecticut its fii-st 
statewide bank and the first with assets in excess of $1 
billion, is made in response to the economic forces which 
have generated tremendous industrial growth in the 
State. Between 1958 and 1963, the value added to the 
economy by manufacturing rose from $2.9 billion to 
$4.5 billion, an increase of 55.1 percent. During those 
years total banking assets increased 32 percent. From 
1950 to 1960, the populadon increased 26.3 percent to 
2.5 million, and is presently estimated at nearly 3 mil- 
lion. The State now has 1.41 percent of the Nation’s 
population, but only 1.06 percent of the Nation’s bank- 
ing resources. 

A continuing lag in banking growth will pose a seri- 
ous problem in the State for two major reasons: (1) 
Connecticut has no city large enough to become a fi- 
nancial center with sufficient resources to finance the 
large and growing resident industries, businesses, and 
public undertakings, and (2) the large banks located 
in the Boston and New York areas have filled the bank- 
ing void, and will continue to siphon banking business 
from Connecticut unless the local institutions become 
strong enough to compete in their own State for the 
larger accounts. 

The early subdivision of Connecticut, the third 
smallest State in land area in the United States, into 
169 towns having autonomous political structures, 
created an equal number of trading areas and diffused 
the population throughout them. Even today the eco- 
nomic development follows town lines ; a banking office 


established in a town normally will draw customers 
almost exclusively from within the limits of that town. 
Only the two largest cities in the State, Hartford 
and Bridgeport, have developed a suburban area that 
e.xtends beyond the traditional political boundaries. 
This diffused growth of population, in what is now 
the fifth most densely populated State in the country, 
accounts for the fact that the largest city in the State 
has a population of substantially less tlian 200,000, and 
that the four largest cities, Hartford, Bridgeport, New 
Haven, and Stamford, contain in the aggregate only 19 
percent of the State’s population. 

The decentralization of population is further ex- 
plained by Connecticut’s location between States con- 
taining two of the largest metropolitan areas in the 
country. Connecticut lies on the north shore of Long 
Island Sound, between New York, on the west, Rhode 
Island, on the east, and Massachusetts, on the north. 
Hartford, the capital of the State, is only 121 miles from 
New York City, and 102 miles from Boston. Bridge- 
port is only 60 miles from New York City. Hartford 
and Bridgeport, witli New Haven, Meriden, New 
Britain, and Waterbury between them, have developed 
into a rapidly growing, highly industrialized corridor 
between New York and Boston; this has been aided by 
an excellent, high-speed highway system. 

Hartford, the home office city of the merging bank, 
is the largest city in Connecticut, and has a population 
of 163,000. Located in the productive north-central 
part of the State, Hartford contains a diversity of 
manufacturing concerns and, because of its status as 
the State capital, draws many government employees. 
In addition, it is known as the insurance capital of the 
world. The area has enjoyed substantial growth and 
development, and its economic prosfiects continue to 
be excellent. 

Bridgeport, the home office city of the charter bank, 
is located 52 miles southwest of Hartford on Long 
Island Sound, and has a population of 153,000. Bridge- 
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port’s harbor and its location 60 miles southeast of New 
York City have made it a manufacturing center, par- 
ticularly in the field of transportation equipment, ma- 
chinery, and primary metals. Although less diversified 
than the Hartford economy, the Bridgeport area has 
experienced steady growth and has every reasonable 
prospect of continued and increased productivity. 

The 10 largest banks in the State are dispersed 
through this corridor. Although Connecticut law 
permits statewide branching through merger and 
limited de novo branching, only two banks serve more 
than one of Connecticut’s six largest cities: the charter 
bank and the State National Bank and Trust Company 
serve Bridgeport; the former also serves Waterbury and 
the latter serves Stamford. There are two reasons for 
this limited geographical bank expansion. The first is 
that the decentralized population growth in the State 
has created limited markets, coextensive in nearly all 
cases with town lines, and the second is that the home 
office protection feature of Connecticut’s branching law 
has closed 41 of the most populous towns to de novo 
branching. A third restriction on the ability of Con- 
necticut banks to expand geographically is their size: 
Connecticut banks are very small in light of the highly 
industrialized economy and the 3 million population 
they serve. The 10 largest banks had the following as- 
sets as of December 31, 1968: 

Total 



Principal 

assets 

Bank 

office 

{thousands) 

Hartford National Bank & 

Hartford 

$1, 063, 466 

Trust Company 

The Connecticut Bank & 

Hartford 

989, 326 

Trust Company 

Fairfield County Trust Com- 

Stamford 

363, 355 

pany 

Connecticut National Bank 

Bridgeport 

345, 800 

State National Bank of Con- 

Bridgeport 

339, 934 

necticut 

City Trust Company 

Bridgeport 

293, 568 

First New Haven National 

New Haven 

280,515 

Bank 

Colonial Bank & Trust Com- 

Waterbury 

231,488 

pany 

Second National Bank 

New Haven 

174,925 

Union & New Haven Trust 

New Haven 

136, 195 


Company 

Applicant banks ranked second and fourth in size 
at that time. The Connecticut Bank and Trust Com- 
pany, with assets of $989 million, is headquartered in 
Hartford, and operates 45 branches in the central and 
eastern portions of Connecticut. The bank offers a full 
range of modem, specialized banking services, includ- 
ing an international department and full tmst services. 
The charter bank, on the other hand, with $345 mil- 
lion in assets, operates 41 branches, primarily in the 
southwestern part of the State, close to New York City. 
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Between the two separate service areas of these banks 
lie New Haven and several other towns, half of which 
are closed to branching and all of which contain nu- 
merous banking offices. 

The widely dispersed population, the localized na- 
ture of trading and financial markets, and the small 
size of the banking institutions in relation to the indus- 
trial economy of Connecticut have enabled out-of- 
State banks to capture a significant volume of banking 
business from within the State. In particular, the large 
banks of New York and Boston have taken advantage 
of their proximity to Connecticut to enter its commer- 
cial and indirstrial lending markets. The Federal Re- 
serve Board, which divided the State of Connecticut 
by placing the southwestern half in its New York dis- 
trict and the remainder of the State in its Boston dis- 
trict, recognizes the influence of these out-of-State 
banks in Connecticut. 

The competitive impact of out-of-State banks in 
Connecticut is marked. The State of Connecticut, as 
of June 30, 1967, had placed over 60 percent of its 
funds in New York banks and 4.3 percent in other 
out-of-State banks. The large insurance companies 
headquartered in Hartford had more funds on deposit 
in New York and Boston than in Connecticut banks. 
In return, specialized services which cannot feasibly 
be offered by the smaller Connecticut banks are made 
available to these depositors by the out-of-State banks. 

Utilities in Connecticut are forced to borrow very 
heavily from out-of-State banks in order to finance 
their statewide operations. In 1967, The Connecticut 
Power and Light Co. obtained approval of the Secu- 
rities Exchange Commission to borrow over $41 mil- 
lion, $20 million of which was provided by New York 
banks. In 1968, the company borrowed $45 million, 
$21.4 million of which came from New York banks. 
During the same years the Hartford Electric Light Co. 
borrowed $25 million and $27 million, respectively, 
nearly one-third of which was obtained from a Boston 
bank. Similarly, in 1964, The Connecticut Yankee 
Atomic Power Co. borrowed $25 million, half of which 
was supplied by Boston and New York banks. In addi- 
tion, the Connecticut and Hartford power companies 
mentioned above issued $40 million in short-term notes 
to a New York commercial paper dealer. 

Private companies in Connecticut also rely heavily 
on New York and Boston banks for credit and services. 
Securities Exchange Commission records show a siz- 
able number of Connecticut firms borrowing many 
millions of dollars annually from out-of-State banks. 

On the retail or personal banking level. New York 
banks compete with Connecticut banks for accoimt^ 
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particularly among the many residents of Fairfield 
County who commute to New York City. Figures show 
that the high average personal income in Connecticut 
is not reflected in the level of deposits maintained in 
Connecticut banks, but that New York banks have 
higher per capita deposits than the State’s per capita 
income would warrant. While the per capita deposit 
ratio in Connecticut is highest in Hartford, it becomes 
lower as figures from areas closer to New York are 
studied. Further, financing statements filed under Uni- 
form Commercial Code requirements in Fairfield 
County, near New York, and the town of Enfield, near 
the Massachusetts border, indicate that during a 
3-month period in 1968, 12 percent and 29 percent, 
respectively, were filed by out-of-State banks. Thus, on 
every level of banking, both in the retail market as well 
as in the commercial and industrial lending areas, 
Connecticut banks must compete with out-of-State in- 
stitutions much larger than themselves. 

Although fragmentation of population and competi- 
tion from outside banks have limited the growth and 
size of Connecticut banks, competition for the banking 
business remaining within the State is very lively. 
While there is no statewide banking market in Con- 
necticut, there are six major financial markets located 
in and around the six largest cities in the State, viz. 
Hartford, Bridgeport, New Britain, New Haven, Stam- 
ford, and Waterbury. As noted previously, only two of 
the 10 largest banks in the State operate in more than 
one of these markets. The home office protection fea- 
ture of the State’s branching law reinforces this decen- 
tralized development and greatly inhibits de novo ex- 
pansion into established markets. 

The Connecticut Bank and Trust Company com- 
petes in only three of the nine standard metropolitan 
statistical areas in the State. These three areas, Hart- 
ford, Meriden, and New London-Groton-Norwich, 
contain 31 percent of the population of the nine 
SMSA’s in Connecticut. Within these three statistical 
areas, the Connecticut Bank and Trust operates 35 
offices, in competition with 68 offices of other commer- 
cial banks, and 58 offices of savings banks. Collectively, 
these competing banking offices hold deposits of $2,182 
billion and loans of $1,638 billion. 

The Connecticut National Bank, the charter bank, 
competes only in portions of the Waterbury, New 
Haven, Bridgeport, Norwalk, and Stamford standard 
metropolitan statistical areas, which contain 44 per- 
cent of die population of the State’s nine SMSA’s. 
Within these areas, the charter bank operates 34 of- 
fices, in competition with 147 offices of other commer- 
dal banks, and 61 offices of savings banks. Collectively, 


these competing banks held deposits of $4,025 billion 
and loans of $3,159 billion. 

It should be noted at this juncture that savings 
banks in Connecticut have broad powers and compete 
with commercial banks in nearly every phase of finan- 
cial activity. The liberal statutes of Connecticut have 
removed many of the restraints from savings banks 
and have made them more responsive to connnunity 
needs. Their branching powers, for example, are simi- 
lar to those of commercial banks; savings banks may 
not branch into towns serving as the home office city 
of another savings bank. They are not foreclosed, how- 
ever, from branching into towns served by the head 
office of a commercial bank. The traditional mortgage 
lending feature of savings banks has been supple- 
mented by Connecticut law to include personal and 
consumer loans; savings banks may now make loans 
secured by life insurance cash values and securities. In 
1967, they were given the power to make collateral 
loans to finance the purchase of automobiles and other 
consumer goods. They also have broad powers to make 
home improvement loans and unsecured loans. Statu- 
tory limits on loans by savings banks have been 
relaxed; maximum amounts for most personal and 
consumer loans have been raised from $1,000 to $5,000 
and maturities from 18 months to 5 years. Both max- 
imums are doubled for education loans. Lending lim- 
its for savings banks in each lending area have also 
been liberalized as have traditional collateral restric- 
tions and other regulatory conditions. 

The net result of the continual expansion of savings 
bank powers has been a tremendous increase in their 
lending outside of the mortgage field. Between 1962 
and 1967, their personal consumer lending increased 
threefold, while loans represented by residential mort- 
gages decreased from 91.56 percent of their total loans 
to 84.12 percent. Other advantages, such as more li- 
beral interest rate ceilings on savings accounts, Federal 
income tax shelters, broader investment powers, and 
the power to sell life insurance, indicate that savings 
banks will continue to make further competitive in- 
roads on financial activities formerly reserved to com- 
mercial banks. 

At the present time there are 70 savings banks in 
Connecticut, having assets approximately equal to 
those of commercial banks in the State. The largest. 
People’s Savings Bank, is located in Bridgeport and 
had assets of $545.6 million at the end of 1967. The 
second largest. Society for Savings, headquartered in 
Hartford, had assets of $511.9 million at the end of 
1967. Both are substantially larger than any of the 
commercial banks in Connecticut except Connecticut 
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Bank and Trust Company and Hartford National 
Bank and Trust Company. 

The commercial banking structure in Connecticut, 
as in every other State, is also affected by other finan- 
cial and nonfinancial competitors. Savings and loan 
associations, for example, have successfully competed 
for over $1 billion in savings. The two largest, which 
are located in Hartford and Bridgeport, compete di- 
rectly with the applicant banks. Credit unions, rapidly 


growing in popularity with the residents of the State, 
are becoming a more substantial factor in financial 
markets. In addition, insurance companies and gov- 
ernment agencies are competing for a share of the total 
savings generated by Connecticut residente. The fol- 
lowing table summarizes the intensity of the competi- 
tion for savings dollars available in the State, and 
highlights the small share acquired by all the com- 
mercial banks in the State. 


Savings in Connecticut, at year-end 


[Dollars in thousands] 

1965 1966 


Insured commercial banks — IPG time deposits 

Mutual savings banks — IPC time deposits 

Savings and loan associations — .savings capital 

United States Savings Bonds — current redemption value of bonds held by 

individuals * 

Credit unions — -assets 

Postal savii^s — balance to credit of depositors * 

Life insurance reserves > 

Mutual investment funds — market value of net assets ^ 

U.S. Government marketable securities with maturity within 1 year from date 
of issue 13 

Total 


The Connecticut Bank and Trust Co 
Percent held of service area total . . . . 

The Connecticut National Bank 

Percent held of service area total . . . . 


Amount 

Percent 

$1, 144, 118 

10. 7 

3, 675, 942 

34.4 

953, 000 

8.9 

1, 006, 480 

9.4 

236, 845 

2.3 

6,884 

. 1 

2, 424, 780 

22. 7 

528, 000 

4.9 

707, 120 

6.6 


10,683,169 100.0 


Amount Percent 

$1,298,436 11.5 

3, 825, 582 33. 9 

1, 030, 498 9. 1 

1,015,040 9.0 

248, 687 2. 2 

4, 006 .1 

2,556,013 22.7 

522, 000 4. 6 

773, 700 6. 9 


11,273,962 100.0 


112,759 1.1 133,920 1.2 

3.9 4.4 

97,750 .9 104,130 .9 

3.5 3.5 


> Connecticut estimated at 2 percent of the national total. 

3 Connecticut estimated at 1.5 percent of the national total. 

3 Total held other than by U.S. Government investment accounts. Federal Reserve and commercial banks, insurance companies, 
and savings and loan associations. 

source: Connecticut Credit Union League, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, Federal Home Loan Bank Board, Federal 
Reserve Board, Institute of Life Insurance, Investment Company Institute, and U.S. Department of Commerce. 


Only one area of financial activity in Connecticut 
lies solely within the powers of commercial banks : The 
holding of demand deposits. But demand deposits are 
subject to competition from commercial banks out- 
side the State. As of June 30, 1967, commercial banks 
in Connecticut held total IPC demand deposits of 
$1.86 billion. The two applicant banks held combined 
IPC demand deposits of $454.36 million, or less than 
25 percent of the State totals. While figures are not 
available to indicate the amount of demand deposits 
originating in Connecticut and held by out-of-State 
banks, presumably large borrowers do maintain sub- 
stantial compensating balances in New York and 
Boston banks. The large loans obtained by Connecti- 
cut corporations from New York and Boston indicate 
that substantial demand deposits also are maintained 
out of State. In addition, many retail accounts are 
maintained outside of Connecticut by those who com- 
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mute to New York and Boston. Considerable numbers 
of checks deposited by Connecticut retailers, particu- 
larly in Fairfield County, are drawn by their customers 
on New York banks, indicating that a significant seg- 
ment of Connecticut residents maintain demand de- 
posits in New York. 

In the lending areas, it is clear that competitive 
forces in Connecticut militate against a concentration 
of financial resources and domination of the financial 
scene in the State. Competition for mortgage loans 
among commercial banks, savings banks, savings and 
loan associations, and other nonfarm mortgage lend- 
ers within the State left commercial banks with an 
estimated share of 11.8 percent in 1965 and 12.2 per- 
cent in 1966. The Connecticut Bank and Trust Com- 
pany held only 1.2 percent of the State total and only 
4.4 percent of the total in its own service area. Con- 
necticut National Bank held 1.2 percent of the State 
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total and 4.5 percent of the total in its service area. In 
the consumer credit field, commercial banks in Con- 
necticut accounted for only 37.3 percent and 36.6 per- 
cent of the total loans in 1965 and 1966, respectively. 
Of this volume, the merging bank held 6.8 percent of 
the total during both years, and 25.4 percent and 25.2 
percent, respectively, in its own service area. Charter 
bank held 2.6 percent and 2.5 percent of the totals 
statewide, and 9.9 percent and 9.5 percent of the con- 
sumer loans in its service area. These figures do not 
reflect the effect on competition from out-of-State 
banks, which is considerable, as the following examples 
illustrate. As noted before, in 1968, 12 percent of the 
financing statements in Fairfield County, and 29 per- 
cent of those in the town of Enfield, were filed by out- 
of-State commercial banks. Information on the extent 
to which out-of-State banks compete for unsecured 
personal loans is not available. 

In the field of business credit, Connecticut com- 
mercial banks made only 16.7 percent of the total 
v olume of loans in 1965 and 16.1 percent in 1966. The 
merging bank made 3.3 percent of the totals for both 
years, and 12.4 percent and 12.3 percent of those in its 
local area. The charter bank made 0.8 percent of the 
total and 3.1 percent and 3.2 percent, respectively, of 
the business loans in its local area. These figures omit 
the influence of two major sources of business capital 
in the State: Public sales of securities and loans made 
by out-of-State banks. It is in the field of business credit 
that out-of-State bank competition is greatest. A ran- 
dom review of statements filed with the Securities and 
Exchange Commission by Connecticut-based businesses 
in 1967 showed several major borrowings from New 
York banks alone in amounts ranging from $5 million 
to more than $50 million. 

Commercial banks held onl)' 20 percent and 20.1 
percent, respectively, of the farm mortgage loans in 
dollar volume in 1965 and 1966. The Connecticut 
Bank and Trust held 2.1 percent and 2 percent and 
Connecticut National Bank held 1 percent and 0.9 
percent. In their respective areas, the merging bank 
held 7.9 percent and 7.5 percent while the charter 
bank held 3.7 percent and 3.3 percent. Connecticut 
Bank and Trust, during the same period, held 4.5 per- 
cent and 3.7 percent of the total dollar volume of 
agricultural loans, an area in which Connecticut Na- 
tional Bank is not represented. 

It is clear that commercial banks in Connecticut, 
even in the aggregate do not dominate the State’s fi- 
nancial scene. It is equally clear that no one bank in 
the State has a sufficient share of the financial business 
transacted to overshadow its competitors. On the con- 


trary, the market is open to all competitors, bank and 
nonbank, financial and nonfinancial, within the State 
and without. 

Within their respective areas, both applicant banks 
have had a diminishing share of the business done by 
commercial banks. In 1954, Connecticut Bank and 
Trust held 41.2 percent of the commercial banking 
assets in its area, 40.8 percent of deposits, and 39.4 per- 
cent of loans. As of June 30, 1968, it had declined 
to 36 percent of assets and deposits and 33 percent of 
loans. In 1954, Connecticut National Bank held 21.5 
percent of the assets of all commercial banks operat- 
ing in the area it currently serves, 20.9 percent of de- 
posits, and 19.3 percent of loans. As of June 30, 1968, 
these figures had been reduced to 14.5, 14.8, and 13.3 
percent, respectively. During the past 10 years 19 new 
banks have been chartered in Connecticut, all of which 
are located either within the local areas of the appli- 
cant banks or in adjoining areas. All achieved profita- 
ble operations within a relatively short time. Eighteen 
are still in existence ; one was taken over by merger. 

This decrease in concentration of commercial bank- 
ing resources has been accompanied by the increased 
activity of mutual savings banks, whose personal and 
consumer lending activities increased threefold be- 
tween 1962 and 1967, as well as by intensified compe- 
tition from other financial and nonfinancial institutions 
and, especially, by out-of-State banks. In no single area 
of finance do the State’s commercial banks hold a ma- 
jority of the market. Rather, they face a continued loss 
of their share of the business Connecticut’s thriving 
economy is generating. 

The proposed merger will have no adverse effect on 
the present competitive situation in Connecticut. The 
applicant banks presently operate in completely differ- 
ent areas. Connecticut Bank and Trust maintains its 
offices primarily in Hartford and in eastern Connecti- 
cut, while Connecticut National Bank operates largely 
in the Bridgeport and Waterbury areas of southwestern 
Connecticut. No town accommodates offices of both 
banks; in fact there are no adjoining towns in which 
both banks have offices. Connecticut National’s Pros- 
pect and Wolcott branches are 1 1 miles from Connecti- 
cut Bank and Trust’s Meriden offices, the closest offices 
of the two banks. Extensive studies of the accounts of 
these offices of both banks indicate that the percentage 
of customers living in one bank’s service area and bank- 
ing in the other’s is insignificant. In every type of ac- 
count, except one, the overlap was substantially less 
than 1 percent, both in the number of accounts and in 
dollar amounts. The one exception, where 3.79 percent 
of Connecticut National’s Waterbury-area demand ac- 
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counts have addresses in Connecticut Bank and Trust’s 
service area, represents accounts of either the State 
of Connecticut or a statewide public utility, rather 
than local individual or commercial accounts. In fact, 
studies indicate that even in the towns closest to each 
other’s service area, over 90 percent of all accounts 
in any one branch come from customers with addresses 
within the town in which that branch is located. Of 
the 41 common customers having accounts of over 
$50,000, all but 5 have business operations in both 
areas or are publi cbodies serving both areas. 

The lack of actual competition between Connecticut 
National Bank and Connecticut Bank and Trust can- 
not reasonably be expected to be reversed even though 
State law permits branching into each other’s service 
area. As of 1966, 101 of Connecticut’s 169 towns con- 
tained populations of less than 5,000. Connecticut Bank 
and Trust serves 24 towns, 6 of which are closed to de 
novo branching by the home office protection statute. 
These six towns contain 41.7 percent of the total popu- 
lation of the towns within Connecticut Bank and 
Trust’s service area. Of the 18 towns open to de novo 
branching, only 4 have populations per banking office 
in excess of 10,000: Mansfield, Middletown, Wethers- 
field, and Winchester. All four towns are far from 
Connecticut National Bank’s service area. At least 
three towns intervene between a branch of Connecti- 
cut National Bank and any one of the four “open” 
towns. 

Similarly, 5 of the 23 towns comprising Connecticut 
National Bank’s service area are closed to de novo 
branching. These five contain 48.5 percent of the popu- 
lation of Connecticut National’s service area. Of the 
remaining 18 towns, none has a population per bank- 
ing office in excess of 9,000 ; 6 have less than 5,000 per- 
sons per office. It has been the consistent policy of Con- 
necticut Bank and Trust to branch de novo only into 
towns having 10,000 to 12,000 people per banking 
office. 

Eighteen towns lie between the present service areas 
of the applicant banks, nine of which are closed to de 
novo branching. Of the nine remaining “open” towns, 
all have at least one banking office for every 5,000 
persons. 

In the past 10 years, the service areas of both banks 
have changed very little. The only branches established 
by Connecticut Bank and Trust in the direction of the 
service area of Connecticut National are in Walling- 
ford, and those were established by merger. Connec- 
ticut Bank and Trust has established no de novo 
branches toward Connecticut National Bank’s service 
area in the last 10 years. Its only expansion to the 
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northeast also occurred by merger. Of the IT de novo 
branches opened by Connecticut Bank and Trust dur- 
ing that time, 1 1 are located in Hartford, West Hart- 
ford, or East Hartford. The other 6 have been in east- 
ern Connecticut, away from Connecticut National’s 
service area. Similarly, all of Connecticut National’s 
de novo branches opened during that time have been 
either in or west of its established service area and 
away from Connecticut Bank and Trust’s sphere of 
operations. Connecticut National has not participated 
in a merger since 1958 when it took over a bank in 
South Norwalk. 

Testimony offered at the hearing on this proposal 
revealed that neither Connecticut National nor Con- 
necticut Bank and Trust has ever considered as feasi- 
ble the establishment of new branches in the service 
area of the other. The restrictions of State law, the 
economics of branching, and the struggle of both 
banks to remain competitive in their present service 
areas have restricted their ability to enlarge their geo- 
graphical limits into unfamiliar metropolitan areas. 

In the combined service areas of the applicant banks, 
the resulting bank will have a smaller share of the 
banking business than Connecticut Bank and Trust 
presently has in its service area, and a larger share In 
Connecticut National’s area, where competition from 
New York banks is greater and where the need for more 
competitive local banking institutions is also greater. 
Connecticut National has been primarily a retail in- 
stitution. The substitution of the resulting bank, with 
its much higher lending capabilities and expertise in 
commercial and industrial lending, will greatly inten- 
sify competition between the resulting bank and New 
York banks for larger accounts based in Connecticut. 

Much of the banking public in Connecticut will be 
unaffected by the merger. The long history of local 
town banking and the multitude of banking offices in 
Connecticut, which the merger will leave unchanged, 
as well as the fact that the applicant banks operate 
in different areas, indicate that the merger will not 
affect the personal and smaller business accounts in 
the State. The primary effects of the merger will be the 
creation of an institution large and varied enough to 
compete with large banks in New York and Boston, as 
well as the other sizable Connecticut banks, for the 
multimillion dollar accounts generated in Connecticut. 
These effects will be most profound in Fairfield County 
where the largest banks have lending limits of less than 
$2 million. The resulting bank will have a lending limit 
of approximately $8 million and will offer such services 
as a complete international department, economic re- 
search staff, freight payment plan, and accounts re- 
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ceivable financing, all presently unavailable in the serv- 
ice area of Connecticut National Bank. 

In the four-State area where banks compete for 
large Connecticut accounts, the resulting bank will 
rank 12th in size, holding only 1.2 percent of the assets 
of the 20 largest banks in this area. The fact that 
only two Connecticut banks are large enough to qualify 
for the list, and that the assets of the two when com- 
bined account for only 2 percent of the total assets of 
the 20, indicates the large disparity in size between the 
Connecticut banks and their regional competitors, and 
emphasizes the insignificance of the concentration of 
resources that will occur when the assets of Connec- 
ticut National and Connecticut Bank and Trust are 
combined. As noted before, the combination of assets 
will strengthen competition for large accounts, and 
will have little effect on the existing competition for 
local accounts in Connecticut. 

The single area in which the merger will affect the 
local accounts is that the statewide scope of the result- 
ing bank can be expected to attract customers whose 
businesses are statewide in nature. Statewide businesses 
will be able to enjoy the convenience and economy of 
dealing with a single institution; credit information 
can be gathered on a statewide basis for the conven- 
ience of manufacturers and retailers. But perhaps the 
most important beneficial result of the merger will be 
the creation of an institution that can effectively utilize 
the financial resources of the State, within the State. 
The uneven distribution of wealth in Connecticut and 
the huge demand for funds in the metropolitan areas 
of the State can be remedied by a bank whose geo- 
graphical scope of operations permits efficient alloca- 
tion of capital funds. Banks in Bridgeport, for example, 
have had a consistently higher loan-to-deposit ratio 
during the past several years than have those in Hart- 
ford. The greater rate of growth in Bridgeport and 
Fairfield County indicates that capital needs there are 
more pressing than elsewhere in the State. This prin- 
ciple is further supported by the facts that interest 
rates on loans are higher in Fairfield County than else- 
where, and that per capita deposits in that county are 
lower than in New Haven or Hartford or, indeed, than 
in most out-of-State cities of comparable size, notwith- 
standing the fact that per capita income in the county 
is substantially higher than the national average. 

The proposed merger will tend to reverse the trends 
that are proving detrimental to the commercial banks 
in Connecticut which have suffered a diminishing share 
of the financial markets and which face increasing 
competition from large and powerful out-of-State 
banks. The tremendous economic growth and increas- 


ingly large commercial and industrial enterprises in 
the State require banks that can offer capital and 
services that contribute to the growth and productivity 
of the State, rather than the fragmented and inade- 
quate existing institutions that are able, by law, to 
provide only minor percentages of local financial 
requirements. 

Larger banking institutions are needed in Connecti- 
cut. The Connecticut legislature has formally sanc- 
tioned the concept of statewide banking; geographical 
and historical considerations, as well as the practical 
operation of the branching statute, have prevented the 
natural expansion of individual banks throughout the 
State. The multitude of small banks located in Con- 
necticut will continue to serve well the personal and 
smaller commercial accounts generated in the areas in 
which such banks are located. But the major industries 
and the statewide business operations will be well served 
by an aggressive bank, well-located and large enough to 
counter some of the out-of-State competition. The only 
feasible method of providing such a bank is by merger 
or consolidation. It is concluded that the proposal is 
in the public interest according to the relevant statu- 
tory criteria and with regard for the intent of Connecti- 
cut law. The consolidation is, theref ore, approved. 

April 14, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

CBT serves the eastern half of the State and CN 
serves the southwest quarter of the State. The closest 
offices of CN and CBT are about 9 miles apart; sev- 
eral banks, with total deposits ranging from $165 mil- 
lion to $11 million, operate in the intervening area. 
This suggests that there may be some limited degree of 
competition between these banks, especially for larger 
loans and deposit accounts. 

Connecticut law permits statewide de novo branch- 
ing, in any city or town where no bank operates its 
head office. Of Connecticut’s 169 towns, 128, with 
about half of the State’s population, or over 1,400,000 
inhabitants, are open to de novo branching by either 
CBT or CN. Thus, opportunities to branch de novo 
appear abundant. CBT, the State’s largest bank, with 
about 9.4 percent of State commercial bank deposits, 
and CN the third largest bank, with about 3.4 percent 
of such deposits, appear to be two of the most likely 
de novo entrants into these towns. Each has the re- 
sources to open such branches, and ffieir past histories 
indicate dispositions to expand through de novo 
branching; since 1960, CBT and CN opened, respec- 
tively, 16 and de novo branches. 

Of the 24 towns in CBT’s self-designated service 
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area, 18, with a total population of about 463,300, 
are open to de novo branching. In all these towns, 
CBT is the largest bank in terms of total deposits; 
in 5 of these towns, with populations ranging from 
5,300 to 1 1,000, CBT has the only banking offices; and 
in 8 more of these towns, with populations ranging 
from 10,800 to 53,000, it has 50 percent or more of the 
banking offices. 

Of the 23 towns in CN’s self-designated service area, 
18, with a population of about 405,000, are open to 
de novo branching. In all of these towns, CN is the 
largest bank in terms of total deposits; in two of these 


towns, with jx>pulations of 6,200 and 10,300, CN has 
the only banking office; and in nine of these towns, 
with populations ranging from 4,800 to 56,700, CN 
has 50 percent or more of the banking offices. 

Thus, the proposed merger would not only elimi- 
nate the development of greater competition between 
the two banks through de novo branching, but will 
further entrench these banks in their dominant posi- 
tions in most of the markets in which they now operate. 
Therefore, we conclude that this proposed merger 
would have a signihcantly adverse effect on 
competition. 


* * * 


The National Bank of Manassas, Manassas, Va., and The First National Bank of Quantico, Quantico, Va. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$12,916,566 
1.5, 157, 972 

4 


and The National Bank of Manassas, Manassas, Va. (5032), which had 

6 


applied for permission to merge Jan. 15, 1969, under charter of the latter bank 
(5032) and title “First National Bank of Quantico and Manassas.” The application 
was approved Apr. 15, 1969, but was abandoned by the banks June 3, 1969, after 
filing of antitrust suit by the Justice Department. 




comptroller’s decision 

On January 3, 1969, The First National Bank of 
Quantico, Quantico, Va., and The National Bank of 
Manassas, Manassas, Va., applied to the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter of the latter and with the title of “First Na- 
tional Bank of Quantico and Manassas.” 

The participating banks are located in Prince Wil- 
liam County in the northern Virginia section of the 
Washington Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area. 
Banking in the metropolitan area is characterized by 
a high degree of decentralization. Of the 68 banks in 
the area only 13 have more than $100 million in re- 
sources, and of these only three are located in Virginia. 
In northern Virginia there are 27 banks with less than 
$50 million in resources w’hich is more small banks than 
in the District and southern Maryland combined. 
While the District and Maryland each have three banks 
with resources in excess of $500 million, Virginia has 
only one. The Virginia banks, which have been partic- 
ularly hampered in their growth by the State’s restric- 
tive branching laws, have attempted to expand through 
the holding company route. 
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Prince William County, with an estimated popula- 
tion of 100,000, is one of the rapidly growing com- 
munities in the Washington Metropolitan Area and 
future prospects are excellent. Most of the work force 
is employed in government, trade, and services, and for 
a large number of residents it is a bedroom community 
to Metropolitan Washington. 

The charter bank, an affiliate of the First Virginia 
Bankshares Corporation, was organized in 1896 and 
now operates five banking offices in Prince William 
County and a facility in Fauquier County. The bank, 
with IPC deposits of $11 million, ranks 47th in size 
among all commercial banks competing within the 
Washington Metropolitan Area. The merging banks 
together represent less than one-half of 1 percent of 
deposits in the metropolitan area, and less than 1 per- 
cent of the deposits of banks located in the northern 
Virginia portion of the metropolitan area. 

The merging bank, chartered in 1 923, presently op- 
erates five banking offices in Prince William County. 
The bank, with IPC deposits of $9 million, because of 
lack of adequate capital and limited resources has not 
been able to compete effectively with the larger banks 
operating in the area, and has not been able to meet 
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adequately the credit needs of its customers. The bank 
now faces a management succession problem. 

The merging banks, besides competing with the 
other banks in northern Virginia, receive strong com- 
petition from the large banks doing business in the 
metropolitan area including Richmond and Baltimore 
banks which have been drawn into the northern Vir- 
ginia market to fill the credit needs of the expanding 
area economy. Those include First and Merchants 
National Bank and The Bank of Virginia, in Rich- 
mond; Maryland National Bank, First National Bank 
of Maivland, and Union Trust Company of Mandand, 
in Baltimore; and The Riggs National Bank of Wash- 
ington, D.C., .\merican Security and Trust Company, 
and The National Bank of Washington, in the District 
of Columbia. 

There is no significant competition presently existing 
between the merging banks. Although the Woodbridge 
offices of the merging banks are only 1 mile apart, they 
are located in different shopping centers and each 
serves its own local market. Because of its limited re- 
sources and internal problems, the merging bank is not 
an effective competitor nor a potentially significant 
competitor to either the charter bank or other area 
banks. 

The addition of the merging bank to the charter 
bank will have little effect upon overall competition in 
either the Washington Metropolitan Area or in north- 
ern Virginia. Consummation of this merger will have 
its effect in Prince William County where, besides solv- 
ing the management and other problems in the merg- 
ing bank, it will introduce a bank better able to meet 
the needs of this community. This merger will not 
eliminate a banking alternative in the area. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, this 
merger is judged to be in the public interest and is, 
therefore, approved. 

.‘\pRiL 15, 1969. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Both banks operate in Prince William County, Va. 
National of Manassas has a total of seven offices in the 
county and National of Quantico has four. National 
of Manassas is a subsidiaiy of First Virginia Bank- 
shares. It would own 95.8 percent of the stock of the 
resulting bank; Fii-st Virginia controls banks \vith 
$414.6 million in deposits throughout most of the major 
areas of Virginia. 


The proposed merger would elhninate existing direct 
competition between the merging banks in Prince 
William County, as a whole, and particularly in the 
Woodbridge area, where these banks have branch 
offices less than 1 mile apart. There are presently two 
other banks operating in the county. The largest bank. 
The American Bank, with 1 3 offices, has five offices in 
the county, three in Woodbridge, one in Manassas, and 
one in Dumfries; the second largest, the Peoples Na- 
tional Bank, has offices in Manassas and Woodbridge. 
In general, competition is centered in Woodbridge, 
Manassas, Dumfries, and Quantico. These communi- 
ties are within an area having about a 9-mile radius. 

The proposed merger would cause an increase in 
concentration in Prince William County. National of 
Manassas and National of Quantico now control 20 
percent and 18 percent, respectively^, of the total de- 
posits in Prince William County. The resulting bank 
would thus control approximately 39 percent of the 
total deposits and 40 percent of IPC demand deposits 
in the county. Furthermore, should the merger be con- 
summated, the number of banks headquartered in 
Prince William County will be reduced to three, with 
the two largest banks holding 87 percent of the total 
county deposits. 

Although Prince William County is part of the 
Washington, D.C. SMSA, any measurement based on 
the entire area would not reflect accurately the al- 
ternatives available to Prince William County residents 
and businesses. Therefore, we conclude that the most 
appropriate market in which to measure the impact of 
this merger is Prince William County. 

While the applicants do contend that the manage- 
ment and capital problems of Quantico National can 
be solved only be merger (claims which we do not pass 
on), we note that by Virginia law, Quantico National 
can merge with any bank in the State. Furthermore, no 
bank may enter the county except by acquiring an 
existing bank. Since two of the four banks in the county 
are already affiliates of bank holding companies 
(American Bank belongs to Virginia Commonwealth 
Bankshares), it is very important to preserv’e the re- 
maining independent banks in this market as the bases 
of additional entry rather than allowing competitors 
already in the market to eliminate them. We con- 
clude that the proposed merger would have a signifi- 
cantly adverse effect on competition in Prince William 
County. 
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Table B-1 


Comptrollers of the Currency, 1863 to the present 


No. 

Name 

Date of 
appointment 

Dale of 
resignation 

State 

1 

McCulloch, Hugh 

Mav 9, 1863 

Mar. 8, 1865 

Indiana. 

2 

Clarke, Freeman 

Mar. 21, 1865 

July 24, 1866 

New York. 

3 

Hulburd, Hiland R 

Feb. 1, 1867 

Apr. 3, 1872 

Ohio. 

4 

Kno.x, John Jay 

Apr. 25, 1872 

Apr. 30, 1884 

Minnesota. 

5 

Cannon, Henry W 

May 12, 1884 

Mar. 1, 1886 

Minnesota. 

6 

Trenholm, William L 

Apr. 20, 1886 

Apr. 30, 1889 

South Carolina. 

7 

Lacey, Edward S 

May 1, 1889 

June 30, 1892 

Miehigan. 

8 

Hepburn, A. Barton 

Aug. 2, 1892 

Apr. 25, 1893 

New York. 

9 


Apr. 26, 1893 

Dec. 31, 1897 


10 

Dawes, Charles G 

Jan. 1, 1898 

Sept. 30; 1901 

Illinios. 

il 

Ridgely, William Barret 

Oct. 1, 1901 

Mar. 28, 1908 

Illinois. 

12 

Murray, Lawrence O 

Apr. 27, 1908 

Apr. 27, 1913 

New York. 

13 

Williams, John Skelton 

Feb. 2, 1914 

Mar. 2. 1921 

Virginia. 

14 

Crissinger, D. R 

Mar. 17, 1921 

Apr. 30, 1923 

Ohio. 

15 

Dawes, Henry M 

May 1, 1923 

Dec. 17, 1924 

Illinois. 

16 

McIntosh, Joseph W 

Dec. 20, 1924 

Ncv. 20, 1928 

Illinois. 

17 

Pole, John W 

Nov. 21, 1928 

Sept. 20, 1932 

Ohio. 

18 

O’Connor, J. F. T 

May 11, 1933 

Apr. 16, 1938 

California. 

19 

Delano, Preston 

Oct. 24, 1938 

Feb. 15, 19.53 

Massachusetts. 

20 

Gidney, Ray M 

Apr. 16, 1953 

Nov. 15, 1961 

Ohio. 

21 

Saxon, James J 

Nov. 16, 1961 

Nov. 15, 1966 

Illinois. 

22 


Nov. 16, 1966 
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Table B-2 


Administrative Assistants to the Comptroller of the Currency and Deputy Comptrollers of the Currency 


No. 

Name 

Dates of tenure 

State 


ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANTS TO THE COMPTROLLER 




1 

Larsen, Arnold E 

Dec. 24, 1961 

July 1, 1962 

Nebraska. 

2 

Faulstich, Albert J 

July 2, 1962 

July 18, 1965 

Louisiana. 

3 

Chase, Anthony G 

July 21, 1965 

Feb. 25, 1967 

Washington. 

4 

Wickman, Wayne G 

Feb. 27, 1967 

Aug. 17, 1968 

Texas. 

5 

Nicoll, John 

Aug. 19, 1968 

Nov. 28, 1969 

New York. 

6 


Dec. 1, 1969 


Georgia. 


DEPUTY COMPTROLLERS OF THE CURRENCY 


1 

Howard, Samuel T 

May 9, 1863 

Aug. 1, 1865 

New York. 

2 

Hulburd, Hiland R 

Aug. 1, 1865 

Jan. 31, 1867 

Ohio. 

3 

Knox, John Jay 

Mar. 12, 1867 

Apr. 24, 1872 

Minnesota. 

4 

Langworthy, John S 

Aug. 8, 1872 

Jan. 3, 1886 

New York. 

5 

Snyder, V. P 

Jan. 5, 1886 

Jan. 3, 1887 

New York. 

6 

Abrahams, J. D 

Jan. 27,1887 

May 25, 1890 

Virginia. 

7 

Nixon, R. M 

Aug. 11, 1890 

Mar. 16, 1893 

Indiana. 

8 

Tucker, Oliver P 

Apr. 7, 1893 

Mar. 11, 1896 

Kentucky. 

9 

Coffin, George M 

Mar. 12, 1896 

Aug. 31, 1898 

South Carolina. 

10 

Murray, Lawrence O 

Sept. 1, 1898 

June 27, 1899 

New York. 

11 

Kane, Thomtis P 

June 29, 1899 

Mar. 2,1923 

Dist. of Columbia; 

12 

Fowler, Willis J 

July 1, 1908 

Feb. 14, 1927 

Indiana. 

13 

McIntosh, Joseph W 

May 21, 1923 

Dec. 19, 1924 

Illinois. 

14 

Collins, Charles W 

July 1, 1923 

June 30, 1927 

Illinois. 

15 

Stearns, E. W 

Tan. 6, 1925 

Nov. 30, 1928 

Virginia. 

16 

Await, F. G 

July 1, 1927 

Feb. 15, 1936 

Maryland. 

17 

Gough, E. H 

July 6, 1927 

Oct. 16,1941 

Indiana. 

18 

Proctor, John L 

Dec. 1, 1928 

Tan. 23, 1933 

Washington. 

19 

Lyons, Gibbs 

Jan. 24, 1933 

Jan. 15, 1938 

Georgia. 

20 

Prentiss, William, Jr 

Feb. 24, 1936 

Ian. 15, 1938 

California; 

21 

Diggs, Marshall R 

Jan. 16,1938 

Sept. 30, 1938 

Texas. 

22 

Oppegard, G. J 

Jan. 16,1938 

Sept. 30, 1938 

California. 

23 

Upham, C. B 

Oct. 1, 1938 

Dec. 31, 1948 

Iowa. 

24 

Mulroney, A. J 

May 1, 1939 

Aug. 31, 1941 

Iowa. 

25 

McCandless, R. B 

July 7, 1941 

Mar. 1, 1951 

Iowa. 

26 

Sedlacek, L. H 

Sept. 1, 1941 

Sept. 30, 1944 

Nebraska. 

27 

Robertson, J. L 

Oct. 1, 1944 

Feb. 17, 1952 

Nebraska. 

28 

Hudspeth, J. W 

Jan. 1, 1949 

Aug. 31, 1950 

Texas. 

29 

Jennings, L. A 

Sept. 1, 1950 

May 16, 1960 

New York. 

30 

Taylor, W. M 

Mar. 1, 1951 

Apr. 1, 1962 

Virginia. 

31 

Garwood, G. W 

Feb. 18, 1952 

Dec. 31. 1962 

Colorado. 

32 

Fleming, Chapman C 

Sept. 15, 1959 

Aug. 31, 1962 

Ohio. 

33 

Haggard, Hollis S 

May 16, 1960 

Aug. 3, 1962 

Missouri. 

34 

Camp, William B 

Apr. 2, 1962 

Nov. 15, 1966 

Texas. 

35 

Redman, Clarence B 

Aug. 4, 1962 

Oct. 26,1963 

Connecticut. 

36 





37 


Dw. 23' 1962 



38 


Jan. l' 1963 



39 

Egertson, R. Coleman 

July 13, 1964 

June 30, 1966 

Iowa. 

40 





41 

Park, Radcliffe 

Sept. 1, 1964 

June 1, 1967 

Wisconsin. 

42 


luly 19, 1965 



43 


July 1, 1966 



44 


Feb. 21, 1967 


Mississippi. 
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Table B-3 


Regional Administrators of National banks 


Region 

Name 

Headquarters 

1 

I States 

1 

John L. Donovan 

Boston, Mass 

Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, 
Rhode Island, Vermont. 

2 

Charles M. Van Horn 


New Jersey, New York. 

Pennsylvania, Delaware. 

3 

R. Coleman Egertson 

Philadelphia, Pa 

4 

John W. Shaffer, Jr 

Cleveland, Ohio 

Indiana, Kentucky, Ohio. 

5 

Page Cranford 

Richmond, Va 

District of Columbia, Maryland, North Carolina, Virginia, 
West Virginia. 

6 

Joseph M. Ream 

Atlanta, Ga 

Florida, Georgia, South Carolina. 

7 

Joseph G. Lutz 

Chicago, 111 

Memphis, Tenn 

Illinois, Michigan. 

8 

Kenneth W. Leaf 

Alabama, Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Tennessee. 

9 



Minnesota, North Dakota, South Dakota, Wisconsin. 

Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska. 

10 



11 



12 

John R. Thomas 

Denver, Colo 

Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, Wyoming. 

13 

H. Joe Selby 

Portland, Oreg 

Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Washington. 

14 

i 

Arnold E. Larsen j 

San Francisco, Calif 

California, Hawaii, Nevada. 
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Table B-4 


Changes in the structure of the National Banking System, by States, 1863-1969 



Organizjcd 
and opened 
for business 
1863-1969 

Consolidated and merged 
under 12 U.S,C. 215 

Insol- 

vencies 

Liqui- 

dated 

12 U.S. 

Converted 
to State 
banks 

,C. 214 

Merged or 
consolidated 
with State 
banks 

In 

operation 
Dec. 31, 
1969 

Consoli- 

dated 

Merged 

United States 

15, 777 

701 

434 

2,819 

6, 734 

118 

302 

4, 669 

Alabama 

203 

4 

4 

45 

62 

0 

0 

88 

Alaska 

8 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

1 

5 

Arizona 

33 

1 

0 

6 

21 

0 

1 

4 

Arkansas 

165 

1 

2 

39 

55 

0 

0 

68 

California 

608 

20 

42 

66 

391 

4 

17 

68 

Colorado 

267 

5 

0 

56 

86 

0 

0 

120 

Connecticut 

137 

11 

7 

7 

69 

1 

15 

27 

Delaware 

32 

0 

0 

1 

18 

0 

8 

5 

District of Columbia 

39 

8 

0 

7 

13 

0 

0 

11 

Florida 

297 

2 

1 

43 

42 

0 

0 

209 

Georgia 

207 

8 

2 

42 

87 

8 

0 

60 

Hawaii 

7 

1 

0 

0 

4 

1 

0 

1 

Idaho 

112 

0 

1 

35 

65 

1 

2 

8 

Illinois 

979 

20 

8 

227 

299 

6 

1 

418 

Indiana 

449 

14 

4 

98 

205 

2 

4 

122 

Iowa 

564 

4 

2 

205 

243 

9 

1 

100 

Kansas 

459 

6 

2 

77 

198 

4 

0 

172 

Kentucky 

250 

11 

2 

37 

110 

8 

9 

80 

Louisiana 

122 

4 

0 

16 

53 

0 

0 

49 

Maine 

128 

8 

6 

13 

79 

0 

1 

21 

Maryland 

157 

3 

12 

17 

69 

0 

9 

47 

Massachusetts 

386 

41 

13 

28 

207 

0 

11 

86 

Michigan 

350 

11 

3 

77 

157 

0 

4 

98 

Minnesota 

516 

8 

0 

116 

192 

3 

0 

197 

Mississippi 

98 

5 

4 

16 

35 

0 

0 

38 

Missouri 

325 

13 

4 

58 

148 

4 

1 

97 

Montana 

205 

4 

1 

76 

76 

0 

0 

48 

Nebraska 

413 

2 

1 

83 

199 

2 

0 

126 

Nevada 

18 

1 

0 

4 

8 

0 

1 

4 

New Hampshire 

86 

3 

5 

5 

23 

0 

0 

50 

New Jersey 

443 

51 

23 

59 

152 

1 

20 

137 

New Mexico 

97 

1 

1 

25 

37 

0 

0 

33 

New York 

1,025 

125 

70 

130 

441 

11 

75 

173 

North Carolina 

163 

8 

21 

44 

58 

0 

9 

23 

North Dakota 

263 

3 

0 

100 

118 

0 

0 

42 

Ohio 

721 

32 

16 

112 

336 

2 

6 

217 

Oklahoma 

781 

12 

5 

85 

454 

7 

0 

218 

Oregon 

153 

2 

3 

31 

102 

0 

4 

11 

Pennsylvania 

1,293 

102 

91 

211 

491 

2 

81 

315 

Rhode Island 

69 

3 

1 

2 

58 

0 

0 

5 

South Carolina 

136 

8 

13 

43 

49 

0 

3 

20 

South Dakota 

224 

13 

2 

93 

81 

2 

0 

33 

Tennessee 

221 

9 

1 

36 

94 

2 

2 

77 

Texas 

1, 333 

45 

6 

142 

574 

33 

4 

529 

Utah 

46 

4 

0 

6 

21 

3 

2 

10 

Vermont 

85 

3 

3 

17 

29 

1 

6 

26 

Virginia 

283 

23 

44 

28 

74 

1 

10 

103 

Washington 

244 

18 

8 

51 

139 

0 

1 

27 

West Virginia 

198 

11 

0 

38 

68 

0 

0 

81 

Wisconsin 

299 

9 

0 

54 

115 

0 

0 

121 

Wyoming 

78 

0 

0 

12 

26 

0 

0 

40 

Virgin Islands 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Puerto Rico 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 
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Table B-5 


Charters, liquidations, and changes in issued capital stock of National banks, calendar 1969 



Number of 
banks 

Capital stock 

Capital notes and 
debentures 

Common 

Preferred 

Increases; 

Banks newly chartered ; 

*75 

$15, 956,503 







15 

16, 068, 750 


$7, 186, 000 

Capital stock : 


Common: 


51,054,424 
367, 664, 574 
8, 978, 513 
33, 866, 124 
221, 903 

1, 695, 779 









$9, 450, 000 













Capital notes and debentures: 



60, 951, 000 

Other 









90 

495, 506, 570 

9, 450, 000 

68, 137,000 

Decreases ; 

Bank ceasing operations; 

Voluntary liquidations; 

6 

2, 075, 000 
50, 000 




1 

i 








1 

t7 

t82 

29 

10 

75, 000 











18,821, 790 

8, 248, 990 


10, 225, 000 






Other 





Capital stock: 



2, 967, 358 


Common : 


901, 625 








2, 990, 920 

3, 928, 750 


Capital notes and debentures; 







9, 645, 959 





136 

33, 163, 325 

6, 896, 108 

19, 870, 959 

Net chans;e 

Charters in force Dec. 31, 1968, and issued capital 

Charters in force Dec. 31, 1969, and issued capital 

-46 

4,717 

462, 343, 245 

5, 729, 052, 612 

2, 553, 892 
58, 331,967 

48, 266, 041 
1,281,222,461 

4,671 

6, 191, 395, 857 

60, 885, 859 

1, 329, 488, 502 


’•'Includes 59 Reorganized Banks with capital stock of $3,450,000.00. 
flncludes 2 consolidated reorganized banks, 
jincludes 56 Reorganized Banks. 

Note; Premium on sale of common stock. . $149,535,201.52 (581 cases) 
Premium on Convertible Notes 7, 950, 181. 00 (60 cases) 


157, 485, 382. 52 (641 cases) 
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Table B-6 

Applications for National bank charters, approved and rejected, by States, calendar 1969* 


COLORADO 


Approved Rejected 


MISSISSIPPI 


Approved Rejected 


Lakewood Colorado National Bank, Lake- 

wood Feb. 5 

First National Bank in Aspen, Aspen Apr. 2 

Wheat Ridge National Bank, Wheat Ridge. June 12 

Denver July 14 

Unincorporated area of Arapahoe County Aug. 27 

Arapahoe Colorado National Bank, Un- 
incorporated Area of Arapahoe County . Dec. 18 


FLORIDA 


First National Bank of Lucedale, Lucedale Mar. 19 


Ripley Apr. 18 

MISSOURI 

Springfield National Bank, Springfield July 7 

NEBRASKA 

Kearney Feb. 13 


Central Park First National Bank, Un- 
incorporated Area of Orange County. . . Feb. 13 

Citizens National Bank of Davie, Davie . . . Apr. 18 

Peoples Hialeah National Bank, Hialeah. . Apr. 18 

Beach National Bank of Pompano Beach, 

Pompano Beach Apr. 23 

Unincorporated Area of Dade County Sept. 16 

Second National Bank of North Miami 

Beach, North Miami Beach Sept. 16 

Congress National Bank, Palm Springs Oct. 14 

Second National Btmk of Delray Beach, 

Delray Beach Nov. 12 

Unincorporated Area West of Altamonte 

Springs Dec. 15 

Barnett First National Bank in Seminole 
County, Unincorporated Area of Semi- 
nole County Dec. 15 

Hialeah Dec. 18 


GEORGIA 

First National Bank of Doraville, Doraville. Aug. 26 

ILLINOIS 

Lake Forest National Bank, Lake Forest. . Dec. 30 


NEW JERSEY 

Ocean City June 24 

Atlantic National Bank, Atlantic City Aug. 5 

The First National Bank, Piscataway, 

Piscataway Township Sept. 4 

NEW YORK 

Oyster Bay Oct. 22 


TEXAS 

Fort Worth 

Nederland 

Dickinson 

Dickinson 

American National Bank, Corpus Christi. . . May 27 

Portland 

Houston 


Northwest National Bank, Houston June 27 

Houston 

Jetero National Bank, Aldine Oct. 13 

Madison-Southern National Bank, 

Houston Oct. 13 

Houston Intercontinental National Bank, 

Houston Oct. 14 

American National Bank, Humble Nov. 3 

Pan American National Bank, Houston. . . . Dec. 15 


Jan. 31 
Feb. 3 
Mar. 17 
Mar. 17 


May 27 
June 3 


June 27 


LOUISIANA 

Abbeville 

Mandeville 


Danvers 


MASSACHUSETTS 


MICHIGAN 

First Independence National Bank of 

Detroit, Detroit Jan. 22 

Novi 


MINNESOTA 

Park-Grove National Bank, Village of 


Cottage Grove May 27 

Suburban National Bank of Roseville, 

Roseville June 26 


June 24 
July 14 

UTAH 

St. George 


Feb: 3 

VIRGINIA 

Lynchburg 

Jefferson National Bank, Lynchburg, , . , 
W aisaw 

Mar. 1 1 

, . . .June 25 


WASHINGTON 

Olympia 

Feb. 26 


Nov. 5 WEST VIRGINIA 


Citizens National Bank of St. Albans, St. 

Albans Mar. 17 

First National Bank of Chester, Chester. . . Aug. 4 


WISCONSIN 

First West Towne National Bank of 


Madison, Madison Feb. 27 

Tri City National Bank of Hales Corners, 

Hales Corners Sept. 4 


* Excludes conversions, and charters to be issued pursuant to corporate reorganizations. 
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Table B-7 

Applications for National bank charters, by States, pursuant to corporate reorganizations, calendar 1969 


CALIFORNIA 


Approved Rejected 


NEW YORK — continued 


Approved 


Crocker Bank, National Association, San 

Francisco Jan. 2 

Pueblo Bank, a national banking associa- 
tion, Beverly Hills Jan. 16 

Newport Bank, N. A., Newport Beach. .. . Feb. 10 

Gateway Bank, National Association, El 

Segundo Dec. 9 

ILLINOIS 

Central Bank of Chicago, National Asso- 
ciation, Chicago Jan. 2 

First Chicago Bank, National Association, 

Chicago Feb. 12 

Commercial Bank of Peoria, National 

Association, Peoria Mar. 11 


INDIANA 

Allen County National Bank, Fort Wayne. . Jan. 30 

IOWA 

Iowa National Bank of Cedar Rapids, 

Cedar Rapids Jan. 2 

Iowa Security National Bank, Sioux City , . Feb. 20 

KANSAS 


Johnson County Bank, National Associa- 
tion, Prairie Village Jan. 7 

The Second National Bank of Topeka, 

Topeka Mar. 17 

The Merchants Bank of Topeka, National 

Association, Topeka Apr. 17 

MASSACHUSETTS 

New England Merchants Bank (National 

Association), Boston Dec. 12 

MISSOURI 

Chillicothe National Bank, Chillicothe. . . . Jan. 8 
First National Bank of Buchanan County, 

St. Joseph Feb. 4 

County National Bank, Clayton Feb. 7 

Riverfront National Bank, St. Louis Apr. 4 

City Bank, National Association, Kansas 

City May 16 


The Fulton County National Bank and 

Trust Company, Gloversville Mar. 24 

The Scarsdale National Bank & Trust 

Company, Scarsdale May 13 

Franklin Bank of New York (National 

Association), Mineola June 4 

Bank of Auburn, National Association, 

Auburn Aug. 14 

NORTH CAROLINA 

PNB National Bank, Rocky Mount Jan. 27 

OHIO 

Second National Bank in Steubenville, 

Steubenville Feb; 17 

National Bank of Coshocton, Coshocton. . July 29 
The Guernsey County National Bank, 

Cambridge July 31 

OKLAHOMA 

The First Bank and Trust Company of 

Tulsa, National Association, Tulsa Jan. 2 

Broadway National Bank of Enid, Enid. . . Mar. 4 

Commercial Bank, National Association, 

Muskogee Mar. 27 

The Fourth Bank of Tulsa, National Asso- 
ciadon, Tulsa Sept. 16 

PENNSYLVANIA 


Locust Street National Bank, Philadelphia. Feb; 6 

Blythe National Bank, Uniontown Feb. 20 

Sower National Bank, Philadelphia Apr. 1 

Broad and Walnut National Bank, Bala- 

Cynwyd Apr. 21 

CCNB National Bank, New Cumberland. . Sept. 25 


RHODE ISLAND 

Rhode Island Hospital Trust National 


Bank, Providence Jau. 23 

Rhodes National Bank, Providence July 28 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Washington Street National Bank, Co- 
lumbia Jan. 17 


NEW JERSEY 


TEXAS 


Second Jersey National Bank, Jersey City. . Jan. 9 
National State Bank of New Jersey, 

Newark Apr. 18 

The Second Warren County National 

Bank, Washington Borough Nov. 21 


NEW YORK 


Milam National Bank, Houston Jan. 2 

Ambank, National Association, Austin. . . . Jan. 23 

Security National Bank, Beaumont Mar. 26 

Walker County National Bank, Huntsville. Apr. 15 
First City Bank National Association, 

Houston Aug. 29 

Bank of Fort Worth, N.A., Fort Worth . . . Nov. 7 


The Chase Bank of New York (National 


Association), New York Jan. 24 

Capital City National Bank, Albany Feb. 19 

First National Bank, Yonkers Feb. 19 


VIRGINIA 


NB National Bank, Charlottesville Jan. 2 

Manassas Bank, N.A., Manassas July 25 


3S3“S1^ — 7 0 lb 
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Table B-8 

Newly organized National banks, by States, calendar 1969* 


Charter 

No. 

Title and location of bank 

Total capital 
accounts 


Total, United States: 16 banks 

$11,360,000 


COLORADO 


15695 

15763 

Lakewood Colorado National Bank, Lakewood 

Wheat Ridge National Bank, Wheat Ridge 

500, 000 
500,000 



1, 000, 000 

15739 

15748 

15759 

15770 

15724 

FLORIDA 

Citizens National Bank of Davie, Davie 

Peoples Hialeah National Bank, Hialeah 

United NationaJ Bank of Dadeland, Miami 

Second National Bank of North Miami Beach, North Miami Beach 

Beach National Bank of Pompano Beach, Pompano Beach 

510.000 

700. 000 

750.000 
750,000 

1,000,000 



3,710,000 


ILLINOIS 


15765 

The First National Bank of McHenry, McHenry 

750,000 

15697 

MINNESOTA 

First Plymouth National Bank, Minneapolis 

500,000 


NEW JERSEY 


15733 

The Pennsville National Bank, Pennsville Township 

750, 000 


TEXAS 


15744 

15764 

Great Southwest National Bank of Arlington, Arlington 

Northwest National Bank, Houston 

600,000 
1, 250, 000 



1, 850, 000 


WASHINGTON 


15741 

Columbia Center National Bank, Kennewick 

450, 000 

15773 

15777 

WEST VIRGINIA 

First National Bank of Chester, Chester 

Citizens National Bank of St. Albans, St. Albans 

1,000,000 

750,000 



1, 750, 000 


VSTSCONSIN 


15699 

First Northwestern National Bank of Milwaukee, Milwaukee 

600, 000 


♦Excludes charters issued pursuant to corporate reorganizations. 
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Table B-9 

National bank charters issued* and mergers consummated pursuant to corporate reorganizations, by States, calendar 1969 


Effective date 
of merger 

operating bank 

New bank 

Resulting bank 

Total 

capital 

accounts 

Total 

assets 

Feb. 28, 1969 

CALIFORNIA 

Wells Fargo Bank, National Association, San Francisco 

WF National Bank, San Francisco 

Charter issued Feb. 27, 1969 

Wells Fargo Bank, National Association, San Francisco 

\ 

$367, 263, 434 

$5, 156, 989, 337 

Feb. 28, 1969 

Southern California First National Bank, San Diego 

First National Bank of San Diego, San Diego 

Charter issued Feb. 28, 1969 

Southern California First National Bank, San Diego 

42, 269, 751 

664, 931, 259 

Apr. 1, 1969 

Bank of America National Trust and Savings .Association, San Francisco 
B.A. National Bank, San Francisco 

Charter issued Apr. 1, 1969 

Bank of .America National Trust and Savings Association, San Francisco. . 

1, 074, 620, 561 

19, 169, 256, 269 

Apr. 21, 1969 

Crocker-Citizens National Bank, San Francisco 

Crocker Bank, National Association, San Francisco 

Charter issued Apr. 15, 1969 

Crocker-Citizens National Bank, San Francisco 

327, 562, 760 

4, 753, 726, 161 

May 31, 1969 

Newport National Bank, Newport Beach 

Newport Bank, N..A., Newport Beach 

Charter issued May 20, 1969 

Newport National Bank, Newport Beach 

3, 731,911 

61,352, 665 

Apr. 30, 1969 

CONNECTICUT 

Hartford National Bank and Trust Company, Hartford 

Pearl Street National Bank, Hartford 

Charter issued Apr. 18, 1969 

Hartford National Bank and Trust Company, Hartford 

82, 851,463 

1,009,021,847 

1 

1 

Apr. 8, 1969 i 

GEORGIA 

The First National Bank of Atlanta, Atlanta 

Adanta National Bank, Atlanta 

Charter issued Apr. 7, 1969 

The First National Bank of Atlanta, Atlanta 

78, 264, 782 

957, 129, 503 

1 

1 

i 

May 1, 1969 j 

The Fulton National Bank of Atlanta, Atlanta 

The Bank of the South, National Association, Atlanta 

Charter issued Apr. 25, 1969 

The Fulton National Bank of Atlanta, Atlanta 

25, 584, 452 

435, 105, 532 

i 

1 

Mar. 31, 1969 | 

ILLINOIS 

American National Bank and Trust Company of Chicago, Chicago 
American National Bank of Chicago, Chicago 

Charter issued Mar. 26, 1969 

American National Bank and Trust Company of Chicago, Chicago 

57, 958, 157 

929, 707, 952 

! 

i 

i 

Mar. 31, 1969t j 

( 

Continental Illinois National Bank and Trust Company of Chicago, 
Chicago 

Continental National Bank, Chicago 

Charter issued Mar. 25, 1969 

Continental Illinois National Bank and Trust Company of Chicago, 

i 

484, 583, 352 | 

6, 459, 065, 927 

Chicago 



See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table B-9 — Continued 

National bank charters issued* and mergers consummated pursuant to corporate reorganizations, by States, calendar 1969 


Effective date 

Operating bank 

Total 

Total 

of merger 

New bank 

capital 

assets 


Resulting bank 

accounts 



ILLINOIS — continued 


The First National Bank of Chicago, Chicago 
First Chicago Bank, National Association, Chicago 
Charter issued Aug. 14, 1969 

Aug. 15, 1969 The First National Bank of Chicago, Chicago $559, 745, 177 $5, 430, 153, 780 

Central National Bank in Chicago, Chicago 
Centred Bank of Chicago, National Association, Chicago 
Charter issued Sept. 23, 1969 

Sept. 30, 1969 Central National Bank in Chicago, Chicago 24,101,759 447,731,153 

INDIANA 

The Indiana National Bank of Indianapolis, Indianapolis 
Tower National Bank, Indianapolis 
Charter issued May 12, 1969 

May 12, 1969 The Indiana National Bank of Indianapolis, Indianapolis 70,444,720 977,562,790 

Lincoln National Bank and Trust Company of Fort Wayne, Fort Wayne 
Allen County National Bank, Fort Wayne 
Charter issued Oct. 29, 1969 

Oct. 31, 1969 Lincoln National Bank & Trust Co. of Fort Wayne, Fort Wayne 20, 967, 549 272, 359, 971 

IOWA 

The Merchants National Bank of Cedar Rapids, Cedar Rapids 
Iowa National Bank of Cedar Rapids, Cedar Rapids 
Charter issued Aug. 26, 1969 

Sept. 2, 1969 The Merchants National Bank of Cedar Rapids, Cedar Rapids 17, 028, 454 161, 386, 638 

The Security National Bank of Sioux City, Sioux City 
Iowa Security National Bank, Sioux City 
Charter issued Sept. 25, 1969 

Sept. 30, 1969 The Security National Bank of Sioux City, Sioux City 5, 396, 775 82, 296, 366 

KANSAS 

The Johnson County National Bank and Trust Company, Prairie Village 
Johnson County Bank, National Association, Prtdrie Village 
Charter issued Apr. 23, 1969 

May 1, 1969 The Johnson County National Bank & Trust Co., Prairie Village 3, 426, 232 51, 256, 244 

The First National Bank of Topeka, Topeka 
The Second National Bank of Topeka, Topeka 
Charter issued Dec. 3, 1969 

Dec. 5, 1969 The First National Bank of Topeka, Topeka 17,553,740 155,429,588 

MAINE 

Canal National Bank, Portland 
Middle Street National Bank, Portland 
Charter issued May 29, 1969 

June 2, 1969 Canal National Bank, Portland j 8,064,383 101,350,325 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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1’abi.e B— 9 — Continued 


National bank charters issued* and mergers consummated pursuant to corporate reorganizations, by States, calendar 1969 


Effective date 
of merger 

Operating bank 

New bank 

Resulting bank 

Total 

capital 

accounts 

Total 

assets 

Apr. 30, 1969 

M.ARYLAND 

Maryland National Bank, Baltimore 

Bay National Bank, Baltimore 

Charter issurd .Apr. 28, 1969 

Maryland National Bank, Baltimore 

$81,334,065 

$1, 062, 453, 693 

Mar. 21, 1969 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Worcester County National Bank, Worcester 

Comity Bank of Worcester, National Association, Worcester 

Charter issued Mar. 1 7, 1 969 

Worcester County National Bank, Worcester 

24, 030, 147 

303, 308, 294 

Apr. 7, 1969 

The Mechanics National Bank of Worcester, Worcester 

Mechanics National Bank, Worcester 

Charter issued Apr. 3, 1969 

The Mechanics National Bank of Worcester, Worcester 

6, 595, 139 

89, 998, 749 

May 31, 1969 

Commonwealth National Bank, Boston 

Commonwealth Bank, N.A., Boston 

Charter issued May 23, 1969 

Commonwealth National Bank, Boston 

4, 075, 554 

43, 201, 537 

July 31, 1969 

MISSOURI 

St. Louis County National Bank, Clayton 

County National Bank, Clayton 

Charter issued July 29, 1969 

St. Louis County National Bank, Clayton 

1 1, 646, 246 

156, 114,399 

Sept. 8, 1969 

The Boatmen’s National Bank of St. Louis, St. Louis 

Riverfront National Bank, St. Louis 

Charter issued Sept. 3, 1969 

The Boatmen’s National Bank of St. Louis, St. Louis 

25, 864, 130 

292, 465, 914 

Dec. 19, 1969 

The City National Bank and Trust Company of Kansas City, Kansas City 
City Bank, National Association, Kansas City 

Charter issued Dec. 18, 1969 

The City National Bank and Trust Company of Kansas City, Kansas City . 

39, 057, 879 

360, 133, 571 

Mar. 24, 1969 

NEBRASKA 

National Bank of Commerce Trust and Savings Association, Lincoln 
Capital City National Bank, Lincoln 

Charter issued Mar. 20, 1 969 

National Bank of Commerce Trust and Savings Association, Lincoln .... 

9, 303, 719 

144, 607, 228 

May 29, 1969 

NEW JERSEY 

The First Jersey National Bank, Jersey City 

Second Jersey National Bank, Jersey City 

Charter issued May 26, 1969 

The First Jersey National Bank, Jersey City 

27, 736, 736 

418, 895, 205 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table B-9 — Continued 


National bank charters issued* and mergers consummated pursuant to corporate reorganizations, by States, calendar 1969 


Effective date 
of merger 

Operating bank 

New bank 

Resulting bank 

Total 

capital 

accounts 

Total 

assets 

June 4, 1969 

NEW YORK 

The Chase Manhattan Bank, National Association, New York 

The Chase Bank of New York, National Association, New York 

Charter issued Jun. 2, 1969 

The Chase Manhattan Bank, National ./Association, New York 

$1, 167, 576, 439 

$17, 765, 434, 232 

June 20, 1969 

The Peoples National Bank of Long Island, Patchogue 

Peoples Bank of Long Island, National Association, Patchogue 

Charter issued Jun. 18, 1969. 

The Peoples National Bank of Long Island, Patchogue 

4, 804, 544 

70, 356, 108 

Sept. 22, 1969t 

Franklin Bank of New York, National Association, Mineola 

Franklin National Bank, Mineola 

Charter issued Sep. 22, 1969 

Franklin National Bank, Mineola 

180, 810, 905 

2, 665, 765, 126 

Sept. 26, 1969 

National Bank of Westchester, White Plains 

National Bank of Westchester, White Plains, White Plains 

Charter issued Sep. 26, 1969 

National Bank of Westchester, White Plains 

30,275,435 

453, 361, 097 

Dec. 5, 1969 

Scarsdale National Bank and Trust Company, Scarsdale 

The Scarsdale National Bank & Trust Company, Scarsdale 

Charter issued Dec. 4, 1969 

ScMsdale National Bank and Trust Company, Scarsdale 

i 

4, 846, 240 

73, 426, 121 

Dec; 5, 1969 

The Fulton County National Bank and Trust Company of Gloversville, 
Gloversville 

The Fulton County National Bank and Trust Company, Gloversville 
Charter issued Dec. 4, 1969 

The Fulton County NationaJ Bank and Trust Company, Gloversville. . . 

2, 645, 598 

25, 761, 175 

Mar. 14, 1969 

NORTH CAROLINA 

First National Bank of Eastern North Carolina, Jacksonville 

Financial National Bsmk, Jacksonville 

Charter issued Mar. 14, 1969 

First National Bank of Eastern North Carolina, Jacksonville 

7,011,251 

92,937,631 

Sept. 2, 1969 

OHIO 

The First National Bank and Trust Company in Steubenville, Steubenville 
Second National Bank in Steubenville, Steubenville. 

Charter issued Aug. 27, 1969 

The First National Bank and Trust Company in Steubenville, Steubenville 

6, 091, 267 

i 

80, 409, 353 

Mar. 31, 1969 

OKLAHOMA 

National Bank of Tulsa, Tulsa 

Union Security National Bank of Tulsa, Tulsa 

Charter issued Mar. 28, 1969 

National Bank of Tulsa, Tulsa 

i 

! 

32, 933, 882 

354, 922, 800 

July 1, 1969 

The First National Bank and Trust Company of Tulsa, Tulsa 

The First Bank and Trust Company of Tulsa, National Association, Tulsa 
Charter issued June 20, 1969 

The First National Bank and Trust Company of Tulsa, Tulsa 

42, 298, 169 

418, 565, 890 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table B-9 — Continued 


JVatmial bank charters issued* and mergers consummated pursuant to corporate reorganizations, by States, calendar 1969 


Effective date 
of merger 

Operating bank 

New bank 

Resulting bank 

Total 

capital 

accounts 

Total 

assets 

Sept. 30, 1969 

OKLAHOMA — Continued 

Central National Bank and Trust Company of Enid, Enid 

Broadway National Bank of Enid, Enid 

Charter issued Sept. 26, 1969 

Central National Bank and Trust Company of Enid, Enid 

$4, 697, 797 

$39, 816, 455 

Oct. i, 1969 

The Liberty National Bank and Trust Company of Oklahoma City, 
Oklahoma City 

Liberty Bank, National .Association, Oklahoma City 

Charter issued Sept. 30, 1969 

The Liberty National Bank and Trust Company of Oklahoma City, 

37, 137, 904 

415,901,611 

Dec. 31, 1969 

Oklahoma City. 

Commercial National Bank & Trust Company, Muskogee 

Commercial Bank, National Association, Muskogee 

Charter issued Dec. 29, 1969 

Commercial National Bank & Trust Company, Muskogee 

3, 345, 728 

32, 733, 391 

Mar. 31, 1969 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Western Pennsylvania National Bank, Pittsburgh 

William Penn National Bank, Pittsburgh 

Charter issued Mar. 24, 1969 

Western Pennsylvania National Bank, Pittsburgh 

70, 298, 552 

851,802,513 

.\pr. 30, 1969 

Pittsburgh National Bank, Pittsburgh 

New National Bank, Pittsburgh 

Charter issued Apr. 29, 1969 

Pittsburgh National Bank, Pittsburgh 

136, 961, 641 

1, 643, 630, 716 

June 17, 1969 

Lincoln National Bank, Philadelphia 

Locust Street National Bank, Philadelphia 

Charter issued June 12, 1969 

j 

1 Lincoln National Bank, Philadelphia 

3, 384, 257 

51, 336, 262 

Aug. 13, 1969 

j Provident National Bank, Philadelphia 

1 Sower National Bank, Philadelphia 

Charter issued Aug. 11, 1969 

Provident National Bank, Philadelphia 

86, 159, 355 

948, 982, 022 

Sept; 30, 1969 

Centrai-Penn National Bank of Philadelphia, Bala-Cynwyd 

Broad and Walnut National Bank, Bala-Cynwyd 

Charter issued Sept. 29, 1 969 

Central-Penn National Bank, Bala-Cynwyd 

33, 480, 018 

450, 154, 415 

Nov; 1, 1969 

The Philadelphia National Bank, Philadelphia 

PNB National Bank, Philadelphia 

Charter issued Oct. 28, 1969 

The Philadelphia National Bank, Philadelphia 

175, 291,921 

2, 046, 298, 456 

May 29, 1969 

RHODE ISLAND 

Rhode Island Hospital Trust Company, Providence 

Rhode Island Hospital Trust National Bank, Providence 
i Charter issued May 26, 1969 

' Rhode Island Hospital Trust National Bank, Providence 

49,711,968 

569, 710, 320 

See footnotes at end table. 
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Table B-9 — Continued 


National bank charters issued"^ and mergers consummated pursuant to corporate reorganizations, by States, calendar 1969 


Effective date 
of merger 

Operating bank 

New bank 

Resulting bank 

Total 

capital 

accounts 

Total 

assets 

June 30, 1969 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

The Citizens and Southern National Bank of South Carolina, Charleston 
Citizens National Bank, Charleston 

Charter issued June 30, 1969 

The Citizens and Southern National Bank of S.C., Charleston 

$25, 041, 167 

$318, 375, 395 

July 19, 1969 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

The First National Bank of South Carolina, Columbia 

Washington Street National Bank, Columbia 

Charter issued July 14, 1969 

First National Bank of South Carolina, Columbia 

! 

19,578,356 

236, 800, 968 

Jan. 17, 1969 

TENNESSEE 

The First National Bank of Memphis, Memphis 

The Second National Bank of Memphis, Memphis 

Charter issued Jan. 16, 1969 

The First NationsJ Bank of Memphis, Memphis 

58, 803, 820 

1 

! 

785, 618, 398 

Mar. 27, 1969 

TEXAS 

Houston National Bank, Houston 

Milam National Bank, Houston 

Charter issued Mar. 27, 1969 

Houston National Bank, Houston 

22, 980, 020 

278, 571, 881 

Mar. 31, 1969 

Southern National Bank of Houston, Houston 

Southern Bank, National Association, Houston, Houston 

Charter issued Mar. 31, 1969 

Southern Nationzil Bank of Houston, Houston 

7, 736, 036 

i 

1 

126, 823, 027 

June 2, 1969 

The American National Bank of Austin, Austin 

Ambank, National Association, Austin 

Charter issued May 28, 1969 

The American National Bank of Austin, Austin 

8, 732, 456 

153, 105, 713 

Sept. 30, 1969 

First Security National Bank of Beaumont, Beaumont 

Security National Bank, Beaumont 

Charter issued Sept. 30, 1969 

First Security National Bank of Beaumont, Beaumont 

9, 450, 844 

145,402,968 

Dec. 1, 1969 

First National Bank of Huntsville, Huntsville 

Wtilker County National Bank, Huntsville 

Charter issued Nov. 26, 1969 

First National Bank of Huntsville, Huntsville 

1, 905, 412 

16, 188, 795 

Feb. 26, 1969 

VIRGINIA 

First & Merchants National Bsmk, Richmond 

Main Street National Bank, Richmond 

Chtirter issued Feb. 26, 1969 

First & Merchants National Bank, Richmond 

49,492,421 

720, 710, 297 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table B-9 — Continued 


National bank charters issued* and mergers consummated pursuant to corporate reorganizations, by States, calendar 1969 


Effective date 
oj merger 

Operating bank 

New hank 

Resulting bank 

Total 

capital 

accounts 

Total 

assets 

\ 

Apr. 30, 1969 

VIRGINIA — continued 

National Bank and Trust Company, Charlottesville 

NB National Bank, Charlottesville 

Charter issued Apr. 22, 1969 

National Bank and Trust Company, Charlottesville 

$7, 494, 091 

$95, 793, 927 

Dec. 31, 1969 

Farmers and Merchants NationtJ Bank, Winchester 

Apple City National Bank, Winchester 

Charter issued Dec. 24, 1969 

Farmers and Merchants National Bank, Winchester 

5,261,248 

69, 988, 382 


♦Includes only charter issuances related to mergers consummated during 1 969. For a full listing of all charters issued during 1 969, 
pursuant to corporate reorganization, see table B-1 1 . 
fConsolidation. 

Table B-10 


State chartered banks converted to National banks, calendar 1969* 


Charter 

No. 

Title and location of bank 

State 

Effective 
date of 
charter 
1968 

Outstanding 
capital stock 

Surplus, un- 
divided 
profits and 
reserves 

Total assets 


Total: 15 banks 



$16,069, 773 

$47, 762, 607 

$851, 647, 289 

15693 

First National Bank, Middle River 

Conversion of Middle River State Bank. 

Minn .... 

1 

Jan. 15 

50, 000 

131,245 

2, 270, 129 

15694 

National Union Bank, Columbiana 

Conversion of The Union Banking Co. of 
Colombian a. 

Ohio 

Feb. 1 

500, 000 

1, 126, 855 

17, 540, 142 

15696 

First National Bank, Glenwood 

Conversion of First State Bank of Glenwood. 

Wis 

Feb. 10 

60, 000 

205,312 

3,466,117 

15698 

Hiawatha National Bank, Hager City 

Conversion of Bay City State Bank. 

Wis 

Feb. 20 

80, 000 

289, 823 

3, 451, 700 

15700 

Security Bank N.A., Washington 

Conversion of Security Bank. 

D.C 

Apr. 1 

1,772,000 

4,013,000 

66,983,816 

15709 

New Jersey Bank (N.A.), Clifton 

Conversion of New Jersey Bank & Trust Co. 

N.J 

Apr. 3 

7, 912, 773 

27, 921, 4941 

493, 620, 782 

15715 

First American National Bank, Chandler 

Conversion of First American Bank. 

Ariz 

Apr. 21 

350,000 

428, 170 

5, 110,266 

15718 

Sprague National Bank, Caledonia 

Conversion of Sprague State Bank. 

Minn .... 

May 1 

120,000 

487, 620 

7, 896, 732 

15735 

First National Bank of Folkston, Folkston 

Conversion of Peoples Banking Co. 

Ga 

July 1 

150, 000 

165, 338 

2,417, 387 

15737 

Lisbon National Bank, Lisbon 

Conversion of Lisbon Savings Bank and Trust 
Co. 

Tri City National Bank of Oak Creek, Oak Creek . 
Conversion of Tri City State Bank. 

N.H 

July 31 

75, 000 

143, 429 

3, 075, 236 

15738 

Wis 

July 31 

200, 000 

296, 633 

6,315,247 

15745 

Kansas National Bank & Trust Co., Prairie 
Village. 

Conversion of Kansas State Bank & Trust Co. 

Kans 

Aug. 30 

300, 000 

557, 449 

13, 725,498 

15750 

National Bank of Sallisaw, Sallisaw 

Conversion of Sallisaw State Bank, 

Okla 

Sept. 13 

200, 000 

501, 426 

8,869, 171 

15758 

First Trust Company of Albany, N.A., Albany. . 
Conversion of First Trust Co. of Albany. 

N.Y 

Oct. 10 

4, 000, 000 

10, 796, 821 

202, 815, 947 

15760 

Community Bank and Trust Co., N.A., Fairmont . 
Conversion of Community Bank and Trust 
Company. 

W. Va. . . 

Oct. 14 

300, 000 

697, 992 

14,089, 119 


♦Rhode Island Hospital Trust Company, Providence, R.I., became a National bank, Rhode Island Hospital Trust National 
Bank, during a corporate reorganization pursuant to the establishment of a one-bank holding company (see table B-9). 

{includes $7,187,000 in debentures. 
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Table B-11 

National bank charters issued pursuant to corporate reorganizations, by States, calendar 1969 


Charter 

No. 


Title and location of bank 


Total: 61 actions, 


15235 

3050 

13044 

1741 

15660 


1338 


1559 

9617 


13216 

14362 

13639 

8 


7725 

984 


2511 

3124 


14420 

3078 


941 


13745 


15399 

79 

1135 


14528 

13936 

12916 


7239 


374 


CALIFORNIA 


Newport Bank, N.A., Newport Beach 

First National Bank of San Diego, San Diego 

B.A. National Bank, San Francisco 

Crocker Bank, National Association, San Francisco 
WF National Bank, San Francisco 


CONNECTICUT 


Pearl Street Nationtil Bank, Hartford 


GEORGIA 


Atlanta National Bank, Atlanta 

The Bank of the South National Association, Atlanta 

ILLINOIS 


American National Bank of Chicago, Chicago 

Central Bank of Chicago, National Association, Chicago . . 

Continental National Bank, Chicago 

First Chicago Bank, National Association, Chicago 

INDIANA 


Allen County National Bank, Fort Wayne 
Tower National Bank, Indianapolis 


IOWA 

Iowa National Bank of Cedar Rapids, Cedar Rapids. . . . 
Iowa Security National Bank, Sioux City 


KANSAS 

Johnson County Bank, National Association, Prairie Village, 
The Second National Bank of Topeka, Topeka 


MAINE 


Middle Street National Bank, Pordand 


Bay National Bank, Baltimore 


MARYLAND 


MASSACHUSETTS 

Commonwealth Bank, N.A., Boston 

County Bank of Worcester, National Association, Worcester. . 
Mechanics National Bank, Worcester 


MISSOURI 

County National Bank, Clayton 

City Bank, National Association, Kansas City 

Riverfront National Bank, St. Louis 


NEBRASKA 

Capital City National Bank, Lincoln 

NEW JERSEY 

Second Jersey National Bank, Jersey City 


Date of 
issuance 


May 

27 

Feb. 

28 

Mar. 

31 

Apr. 

15 

Feb. 

27 

Apr. 

18 

Apr. 

3 

Apr. 

29 

Mar. 

26 

Sept. 

23 

Mar. 

25 

Aug. 

14 

Oct. 

29 

May 

9 

Aug. 

26 

Sept. 

25 

Apr. 

21 

Dec. 

4 

May 

29 

Apr. 

21 

May 

23 

Mar. 

17 

Apr. 

3 

July 

29 

Dec. 

18 

Sept. 

2 

Mar. 

20 

May 

26 
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Table B-11 — Continued 

National bank charters issued pursuant to corporate reorganizations, by States, calendar 1969 


Charter 

No. 


3312 

12997 

2370 

12788 

11708 

10525 


14676 


6566 

13923 

2160 


12044 

12890 

11230 

5171 

13679 


723 

15393 

539 

15422 

252 

2222 


15723 


14425 
13720 ' 


336 


4322 

4017 

9353 

14916 

4208 


10618 

nil 

6084 


Tide and location of bank 


Date of 
issuance 


NEW YORK 


The Fulton County National Bank and Trust Company, Gloversville . . . . . 

Franklin Bank of New York (National Association), Mineola 

The Chase Bank of New York (National Association), New York 

Peoples Bank of Long Island, National Association, Patchogue 

The Scarsdale National Bank and Trust Company, Scarsdale 

National Bank of Westchester, White Plains, White Plains 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Financial National Bank, Jacksonville 

OHIO 

The Guernsey County National Bank, Cambridge 

National Bank of Coshocton, Coshocton 

Second National Bank in Steubenville, Steubenville 

OKLAHOMA 

Broadway National Bank of Enid, Enid 

Commercial Bank, National Association, Muskogee 

Liberty Bank, National Association, Oklahoma City 

The First Bank and Trust Company of Tulsa, National Association, Tulsa 
Union Security National Bank of Tulsa, Tulsa 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Broad and Walnut National Bank, Bala-Cynwyd 

Locust Street National Bank, Philadelphia 

PNB National Bank, Philadelphia 

Sower National Bank, Philadelphia 

New National Bank, Pittsburgh 

William Penn National Bank, Pittsburgh 


RHODE ISLAND 

Rhode Island Hospital Trust National Bank, Providence 

SOOTH CAROLINA 

Citizens National Bank, Charleston 

Washington Street National Bank, Columbia 

TENNESSEE 

The Second National Bank of Memphis, Memphis 

TEXAS 


Ambank, National Association Austin 

Security National Bank, Beaumont 

Milam National Bank, Houston 

Southern Bank, National Association, Houston 

Walker County National Bank, Huntsville 

VIRGINIA 

NB National Bank, Charlottesville 

Main Street National Bank, Richmond 

Apple City National Bank, Winchester 


Dec. 

4 

Sept. 

19 

May 

29 

June 

20 

Dec. 

4 

Sept. 

26 

Mar. 

14 

Dec. 

29 

Dec. 

29 

Aug. 

27 

Sept. 

26 

Dec. 

30 

Sept. 

30 

June 

18 

Mar. 

28 


Sept. 

29 

June 

12 

Oct. 

28 

Aug. 

11 

Apr. 

28 

Mar. 

24 

May 

26 

June 

27 

July 

14 

Jan. 

16 

May 

27 

Sept. 

30 

Mar. 

27 

Mar. 

28 

Nov. 

28 

Apr. 

21 

Feb. 

26 

Dec. 

29 
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Table B-12 


National banks reported in voluntary liquidation, calendar 1969 


Title and location of bank 

Date of 
liquida- 
tion 

Total capital 
accounts of 
liquidated 
banks 



$5, 988, 394 

National City Bank in Chicago, Chicago, 111. (14562) absorbed by The Manufacturers National Bank of 

Apr. 1 

Apr. 30 

June 14 
Aug. 20 

Sept. 15 

Oct. 10 

Dec. 30 

Dec. 30 

2, 648, 770 

253, 438 

376,461 
153, 409 

1, 122, 155 

444, 924 

351,266 

637,971 

First Citizens National Bank, Belmont, Miss. (15667) absorbed by First Citizens National Bank, Tupelo, 
Miss. (15479) 

The First National Bank of Sabina, Sabina, Ohio (841 1 ) absorbed by The Clinton County National Bank 


Suburban Bank of Livingston, N.A., Livingston, N.J. (15603) absorbed by First National State Bank of 

First National Bank of Coalville, Coalville, Utah (7696) absorbed by Walker Bank and Trust Co., Salt Lake 

Kennewick National Bank, Kennewick, Wash. (15493) absorbed by Old National Bank of Washington, 

Utah National Bank of Provo, Provo, Utah (15054) absorbed by Zions First National Bank, Salt Lake 
City, Utah (4341) 



Table B-13 


National banks merged or consolidated with State banks, calendar 1969 


Title and location of bank 

Effec- 

tive 

date 

Total 
capital 
accounts of 
National 
banks 



$42, 634, 875 

The Citizens National Bank of Muncy, Muncy, Pa. (3480) merged into Commonwealth Bank and Trust 

Co., Wellsboro, Pa., under the title “Commonwealth Bank & Trust Company of Muncy” 

The Saint Marys National Bank, St. Marys, Pa. (6589) merged into Elk County Bank and Trust Company, 


Mar. 31 

399, 278 

St. Marys, Pa., under the title “Elk County Bank and Trust Company” 

The Southern National Bank of Orangeburg, Orangeburg, S.C. (14135) merged into State Bank and Trust 

Apr. 1 

2, 479, 558 

Co., Greenwood S.C. under the tide “State Bank and Trust Company” 

The First National Bank and Trust Company of Bethlehem, Bethlehem, Pa. (138) merged into First Valley 

June 2 

1, 490, 870 

Bank, Bethlehem, Pa., under title of “First Valley Bank” 

Miners National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa. (13852) merged into United Penn Bank, Wilkes- 

June 30 

9,801,217 

Barre, Pa., under the title “United Penn Brmk” 

First National Bank of Hughesville, Hughesville, Pa. (3902) merged into Commonwealth Bank and Trust 

Co., Muncy, Pa., imder title of “Commonwealth Bank and Trust Company” 

The First National Bank of Bakerton, Bakerton (P.O. Elmora) (11757) merged intojohnstown Bank and 

June 30 

13,515,993 

Sept. 12 

492, 891 

Trust Company, Johnstown, Pa., under the title “Johnstown Bank and Trust Company” 

The Union National Bank of Jersey Shore, Jersey Shore, Pa. (13197) merged into Commonwealth Bank 

Sept. 30 

161,379 

and Trust Company, Muncy, Pa., under the title “Commonwealth Bank and Trust Company” 

The Tradesmens National Bank of New Haven, New Haven, Conn. (13704) merged into The Connecticut 

Nov. 30 

701, 783 

Bank and Trust Company, Hartford, Conn., under the title “The Connecticut Bank and Trust Company” . 
First National Bank of Scotch Plains, Scotch Plains, N.J. (15327) merged into Franklin State Bank, 

Dec. 27 

3, 283, 290 

Franklin Township (P.O. Somerset), N.J., under title “Franklin State Bank” 

Clayton National Bank, Clayton, N.J. (10471) merged into Peoples Bank of South Jersey, Pilesgrove 

Township, N.J., under tide “Peoples Bank of South Jersey” 

TheNationsJ Bank of Westfield, WestBeld, N.J. (10142) merged into The CentrsJ Jersey Bank and Trust 

Dec. 22 

1,218,261 

Dec. 31 

1, 492, 252 

Co., Freehold Township, N.J., under title of “Central Jersey Bank and Trust Company.” 

National Valley Bank and Trust Company, Chambersburg, Pa. (593) merged into Valley Bank and Trust 

Dec. 31 

2, 983, 736 

Company, Chambersburg, Pa., under title of “Valley Bank Trust Co.” 

Dec. 31 

4, 614, 367 
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Table B-14 


National banks converted into State banks, calendar 1969 


Title and location of hank 


Total: 29 banks. 


First National Bank in Loup City, Loup City, Nebr. (13620) converted into Sherman County Bank 

First National Bank of Hawaii, Honolulu, Hawaii (5550) converted into First Hawaiian Bank 

Community National Bank of Clear Lake, Clear Lake, Iowa (15251) converted into Community State 

Bank of Clear Lake 

Woodford County National Bank of El Paso, El Paso, 111. (5510) converted into Woodford County Bank. . 
Southwestern National Bank of Oklahoma City, Oklahoma City, Okla. (15358) converted into South- 
western Bank & Trust Co 

Jackson National Bank, Jackson, Ga. (13897) converted into The Citizens and Southern Bank of Jackson. . 

The Endicott National Bank, Endicott, N.Y. (13004) converted into Endicott Bank of N.Y 

The Exchange National Bank of Olean, Olean, N.Y. (2376) converted into The Exchange Bank of Olean. . 
Metropolitan National Bank of Syracuse, Syracuse, N.Y. (15400) converted into Metropolitan Bank of 

Syracuse 

Redwood National Bank, San Rafael, Calif. (15047) converted into The Redwood Bank 

The First National Bank of Sleepy Eye, Sleepy Eye, Minn. (6387) converted into First Security State Bank 

of Sleepy Eye 

Richardson Heights National Bank, Richardson, Texas (15523) converted into Richardson Heights Bank 

& Trust Co 

Mount Vernon National Bank and Trust Co. of Fairfax County, Annandale, Va. (14893) converted into 

First Virginia Bank 

Lincoln National Bank, Stamford, Conn. (15040) converted into Lincoln Bank and Trust Company 

First National Bank in Ivanhoe, Ivanhoe, Minn. (13468) converted into First State Bank of Ivanhoe 

Walters National Bank, Walters, Okla. (14108) converted into The Bank of Walters 

The First National Bank of Troup, Troup, Tex. (6212) converted into Troup Bank and Trust Company. 
The First National BankinTraer, Traer, Iowa (14172) converted into The First Community Bank andTrust. 

Union National Bank in Houston, Houston, Tex. (15301) converted into Union Bank of Houston 

Decatur County National Bank of Greensburg, Greensburg, Ind. (13988) converted into Decatur County 

Bank 

Westmoreland National Bank of Dallas, Dallas, Tex. (15404) converted into Bank of the Southwest of 

Dallas 

Conroe National Bank, Conroe, Tex. (14655) converted into Conroe Bank 

Airline National Bank of Houston, Tex. (15159) converted into Airline Bank 

The Citizens and Southern National Bank of Sandy Springs, Sandy Springs, Ga. (14877) converted into 

The Citizens and Southern Bank of Sandy Springs 

Buchel National Bank in Cuero, Cuero, Tex. (14164) converted into Buchel Bank and Trust Company. . . . 
The Chamblee National Bank, Chamblee, Ga. (14900) converted into The Citizens and Southern Bank of 

Chamblee 

Northwest National Bank of Oklahoma City, Oklahoma City, Okla. (14666) converted into Northwest 

Bank 

The First National Bank of Malad City, Malad City, Idaho (8822) converted into The First Bank & 

Trust Co. of Idaho 

Northeast National Bank of Houston, Houston, Tex. (14837) converted into Northeast Bank of Houston. . 


Effective 

date 

Total capital 
accounts of 
National 
banks 


$85, 657, 024 

Jan. 1 
Jan. 2 

297, 862 
47,497,213 

Feb. 24 
Mar. 17 

371,251 
679, 569 

Apr. 12 
May 1 
May 7 
May 7 

647, 305 
574, 159 
2, 453, 703 
2, 767, 500 

May 7 
May 12 

3, 396,821 
1, 999, 995 

June 2 

819,088 

May 30 

923, 359 

June 7 
July 1 
July 1 
July 1 
July 1 
July 21 
Aug. 11 

7, 896, 691 
2,213, 638 
394,071 
444, 106 
528, 768 
366, 895 
1,222,412 

Sept. 2 

827, 588 

Sept. 12 
Sept. 15 
Sept. 18 

711,711 
1, 653, 133 
1, 109,635 

Oct. 1 
Oct. 6 

1, 118, 558 
709, 564 

Oct. 31 

1,782,034 

Nov. 3 

807, 949 

Nov. 10 
Dec. 5 j 

518,445 
924, 001 
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Table B-15 

Purchases of State banks by National banks, calendar 1969 


Title and location of banks 


Total: 9 banks 

The First and Farmers National Bank of Somerset, Somerset, Ky. (3832) purchased the Peoples Bank, 

Science Hill, Ky 

Lakewood Colorado National Bank, Lakewood, Colo. (15695) purchased The Rocky Mountain Bank, 

Lakewood, Colo 

The First National Bank and Trust Company of Crawfordsville, Crawfordsville, Ind. (571) purchased The 

Farmers State Bank, New Market, Ind 

Southern California First National Bank, San Diego, Calif. (3050) purchased the Orange County Bank, 

San Juan Capistrano, Calif '. 

Pittsburgh National Bank, Pittsburgh, Pa. (252) purchased the Mount Pleasant State Bank, Mount Pleas- 
ant, Pa - 

The National Bank of Commerce of Seattle, Wash. (4375) purchased the State Bank of Wilbur, Wilbur, 

Wash 

Seattle-First National Bank, Seattle, Wash. (11280) purchased the Bank of Tacoma Tacoma, Wash 

First National Bank of Anchorage, Anchorage, Alaska (12072) purchased the First Bank in Valdez, Valdez, 

Alaska 

First National Bank of Riceville, Riceville, Iowa (8442) purchased the Riceville State Bank, Riceville, 
Iowa 


Effective 

date 

Total capital 
accounts of 
State banks 


$7, 097, 192 

Jan. 6 

261, 378 

Feb. 5 

460,000 

Feb. 21 

145, 000 

Mar. 13 

1,365,814 

Oct. 18 

1, 494, 000 

Nov. 28 

765,000 

Nov. 29 

2, 279, 000 

Dec. 31 

134,000 

Dec. 31 

193,000 
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Table B-16 


Consolidations* of National banks, or National and State banks, calendar 1969 


Effective 

date 

Consolidating bank 

Resulting bank 

Outstanding 

capital 

stock 

: Surplus 

Undivided 
profits and 
reserves 

1 Total assets 


Total: 7 consolidations 

1 

1 





MISSOURI 





Sept. 12 

Union National Bank, Kansas City (13736) 

$2, 500, 000 

$2, 500, 000 

$3, 389, 655 

$55, 316, 901 


Columbia National Bank of Kansas City, Kansas City 

i 





(11472) 

1,000,000 

2, 000, 000 

909, 659 

50, 827, 857 


Columbia Union National Bank and Trust Co., Kansas City 






(11472) 

6, 350, 000 

4, 500, 000 

1,499,313 

103, 114,590 


NEW JERSEY 





Aug. 18 

The National State Bank, Elizabeth (1436) 

5, 000, 000 

7, 000, 000 

1, 341, 958 

237, 966,511 


First Bank and Trust Co.. N.A., Fords (15255) 

2, 500, 000 

5, 000, 000 

388, 195 

112,931,942 


The National State Bank, Elizabeth (1436) 

7, 500, 000 

12,000,000 

1, 730, 153 

350, 286, 259 

Dec. 31 

The First National Bank of South Jersey, Egg Harbor 






Township (8800) 

6,000,000 

6, 000, 000 

2, 891, 894 

240, 187, 057 


The Salem National Bank & Trust Co., Salem (1326) 

350,000 

900, 000 

261, 704 

14, 453, 013 


The First National Bank of South Jersey, Egg Harbor 






Township (1326) 

6, 770, 000 

6, 770, 000 

2, 863, 598 

254, 640, 070 


NEW YORK 





Dec. 31 

The Citizens National Bank & Trust Co., Wellsville (4988). . . . 

944, 500 

1, 225, 000 

457, 285 

37, 506, 790 


Clean Trust Co., Clean 

350, 000 

400, 000 

359, 572 

13, 606,124 


The Citizens National Bank & Trust Co., Wellsville (4988). . 

1, 644, 500 

1, 625, 000 

631,858 

i 51,112,914 


' PENNSYLVANIA 


i 


! 

Feb. 28 

The First National Bank of Erie, Erie (12) 

3, 000, 000 

7, 000, 000 

1, 616, 974 

145, 880, 855 


First National Bank of Meadville, Meadville (4938) 

1, 100,000 

1, 100, 000 

870,016 

40, 007, 816 


The First National Bank of Pennsylvania, Erie (12) 

9, 050, 000 

4, 000, 000 

1, 636, 990 

1 85, 888, 666 

Dec. 31 

The Harrisburg National Bank and Trust Co., Harrisburg 






(580) 

4, 088, 750 

10, 000, 000 

4, 417, 482 

216, 367,917 


Conestoga National Bank, Lancaster (3987) 

1,550,000 

3, 150,000 

2. 926, 044 

88, 407, 238 


First National Bank of York, York (197) 

1,250,000 

2, 750, 000 

1, 675, 358 

66,619, 337 

1 

! 

The Commonwealth National Bank, Harrisburg (580) 

6, 966, 250 

15, 900, 000 

8, 941, 383 

371,394,491 

Dec. 31 I 

The Union National Bank of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh (705). . . 

10, 000, 000 

20, 000, 000 

13, 072,546 

584, 998, 480 


Peoples Union Bank and Trust Co., N.A.. McKeesport 






(15671) 

3, 868, 988 

! 7,131,013 

5,834,413 

1 

207, 255, 053 


The Union National Bank of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh (705). . . 

20, 000, 000 

1 20, 000, 000 

! 

19,906,959 

1 

792, 206, 864 


♦Excludes consolidations involving only 1 operating bank, effected pursuant to corporate reorganizations. 
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Table B-17 


Mergers* of National banks, or National and State banks, by States, calendar 1969 


Effective 

date 

Merging banks 

Residting bank 

Outstanding 

capital 

stock 

Surplus 

Undivided 
profits and 
reserves 

July 31 

Total: 58 merger actions 

ALABAMA 

The American National Bank of Bridgeport, 

$25, 000 

$75, 000 

$70, 965 

Bridgeport (11168). 

The First National Bank of Scottsboro, Scottsboro 

300, 000 

450, 000 

546, 765 


(8963). 

The First National Bank, Scottsboro, Alabama, 

336, 250 

475, 000 

656, 481 

Apr. 1 

Scottsboro (8963). 

ALASKA 

Miners and Merchants Bank of Alaska, Nome. 

100, 000 

100, 000 

177,398 

Alaska National Bank at Fairbanks, Fairbanks 

500, 000 

700, 000 

582,946 


(14747). 

Alaska National Bank of Fairbanks, Fairbanks 

700, 000 

800, 000 

660, 344 

Mar. 10 

(14747). 

CALIFORNIA 

Inland VaJley Bank, Hemet. 

281, 762 

187, 762 

93, 503 


First Nation^ Bank and Trust Company, Ontario 

879, 330 

1, 377, 500 

1, 183,401 


(6268). 

First National Bank and Trust Company, Ontario 

1,010,815 

1, 715, 540 

1, 276, 906 

May 19 

(6268). 

Community National Bank of Fresno County, 

250, 000 

150, 000 

99, 798 

Mendota (15182). 

Community National Bank, Bakersfield (14670). 

710,000 

710,000 

573, 508 


Community National Bank, Bakersfield (14670). 

910, 000 

910,000 

673, 306 

May 29 

Channel Islands State Bank, Ventura. 

600, 000 

400, 000 

117,548 

Wells Fargo Bank, National Association, San 

91,317,810 

184, 682, 420 

46, 404, 818 


Francisco (15660). 

Wells Fargo Bank, National Association, San 

91,757,810 

185, 242, 420 

46, 522, 366 

June 16 

Francisco (15660). 

Lincoln National Bank, Santa Rosa (15408). 

875, 000 

575, 000 

104, 844 

Commonwealth National Bank, San Francisco 

3, 000, 000 

2, 500, 000 

723, 178 


(15330). 

Commonwealth National Bank, San Francisco 

3, 000, 000 

2, 500, 000 

723, 178 

Nov. 14 

(15330). 

Coast National Bank in Fort Bragg, Fort Bragg 

200, 000 

280, 000 

202, 935 


(13787). 

Crocker-Citizens National Bank, San Francisco 

103, 678, 320 

103, 678, 320 

38, 630, 849 


(1741). 

Crocker-Citizens National Bank, San Francisco 

103, 958, 320 

103, 958, 320 

38, 753, 784 

Dec. 29 

(1741). 

Bank of Santa Ana, Santa Ana. 

1, 000, 000 

635, 000 

979, 989 


United States National Bank, San Diego (10391). 

13, 850,000 

11,250,000 

1, 944, 054 


United States National Bank, San Diego (10391). 

15, 050, 000 

1 1, 250, 000 

3, 817, 859 

See footnote at end of table. 





Total 

assets 


$2, 014, 991 
15,265,585 

17,239,377 


4, 901, 927 
29, 607, 689 

34,509,617 


6, 505, 653 
67, 092, 206 

73, 597, 859 

6, 893, 900 

34, 737, 259 

40, 907, 084 

12, 905, 439 
5, 392, 693, 296 

5, 404, 500, 253 

7, 446, 1 10 
61,887,458 

69,616,224 

11,472,702 
4, 668, 363, 657 

4, 678, 249, 641 

20, 523, 465 
508, 125, 667 

515,818,939 
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Table B-17 — Continued 


Mergers^ of National banks, or National and State banks, by States, calendar 1969 


Effective 

date 

Merging banks 

Resulting bank 

Outstanding 

capital 

stock 

Surplus 

Undivided 
profits and 
reserves 

Total 

assets 


CONNECTICUT 





Dec. 12 

Lincoln Bank and Trust Company, Stamford. 
Hartford National Bank and Trust Company, 
Hartford (1338). 

$1,041, 750 
16, 825, 400 

$731, 750 
43, 414, 600 

$278, 652 
15, 019, 699 

$29, 575, 221 
966, 860, 862 


Hartford National Bank and Trust Company, 
Hartford (1338). 

17,693, 525 

44, 306, 475 

15,311,851 

995, 928, 954 


ILLINOIS 





Dec. 31 

The Millikin Trust Company, Decatur. 

The Millikin National Bank of Decatur, Decatur 
(5089). 

100, 000 

1, 500, 000 

100, 000 
2, 500, 000 

238, 448 
2, 239, 957 

1, 160,296 
86, 295, 476 


The Millikin Nadonal Bank of Decatur, Decatur 
(5089). 

1, 600, 000 

2, 800, 000 

2, 278, 406 

86, 673, 609 


INDIANA 





Dec. 31 

The Twelve Mile State Bank, Twelve Mile. 

The National Bank of Logansport, Logansport 
(13580). 

100. 000 
935, 220 

250, 000 

1, 000, 000 

85, 384 

1, 791, 984 

7,213,926 
48, 492, 001 


The National Bank of Logansport, Logansport 
(13580). 

1,016,840 

1, 250, 000 

1, 895, 747 

55, 462, 090 


MARYLAND 





May 15 

The Old Line National Bank, Rockville (15497). 
University National Bank, College Park (15365). 

2, 060, 000 
445, 200 

500, 000 
400, 000 

32, 563 
232, 932 

16, 698,290 
16, 580, 916 


University National Bank, College Park (15365). 

1, 434, 000 

2, 003, 763 

232, 932 

33, 279, 206 

Dec. 31 

The Citizens National Bank of Westernport, 
Westernport (583 1 ). 

The First National Bank of Barton, Barton (6399). 
The First National Bank of Oakland, Oakland 
(5623). 

100, 000 

50, 000 
500, 000 

100, 000 

50, 000 
1,000,000 

210,881 

145, 758 
267,212 

3, 445, 744 

1,651,486 
26, 008, 842 


The First National Bank of Oakland, Oakland 
(5623). 

.MIOKIGA.V 

650, 000 

1, 150, 000 

611,5.55 

31, 106,072 

Mar. 31 

The First State Bank of Tekonsha, Tekonsha. 

The Southern Michigan National Bank of Cold- 
v/ater, Coldwater (1924). 

72, 000 
356, 400 

72, 000 
360, 000 

59, 383 
1,271,607 

1,931,491 
30, 035, 497 


The Southern Michigan National Bank of Cold- 
water, Coldwater (1924). 

420, 400 

425, 000 

1, 345, 989 

31, 966, 988 

Apr. 24 

The Union State Bank of Laingsburg, Laingsburg. 
Clinton National Bank and Trust Company, St. 
Johns, St. Johns (3378). 

50, 000 
668, 000 

60, 000 
733, 000 

96, 05 1 

1, 274, 121 

1, 714,959 
37, 043, 532 


Clinton National Bank and Trust Company, St. 
Johns, St. Johns (3378). 

732, 000 

779, 000 

1,370, 172 

38, 758, 492 

June 30 

Peoples State Bank of Bronson, Bronson. 

The First National Bank of Quincy, Quincy (2550). 

220, 000 
310,000 

250, 000 
345, 000 

88, 647 
200, 707 

8, 628, 983 
16,497,563 


First National Bank of Quincy, Quincy (2550). 

585, 000 

595, 000 

234, 354 

25, 126, 546 

Oct. 31 

Peoples State Bank of Maybee, Maybee. 

The First National Bank of Monroe, Monroe (1587). 

100, 000 
750, 000 

100, 000 
1, 500, 000 

157, 344 

1, 025, 838 

3, 175,350 
50, 974, 227 

; The First N ational Bank of Monroe, Monroe (1587). 
See footnote at end of table. 

850, 000 

1, 600, 000 

1, 183, 182 

54, 149, 576 
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Table B-17 — Continued 


Mergers* of National banks, or National and State banks, by States, calendar 1969 


Effective 

Merging banks 

Outstanding 


Undivided 

Total 

date 

Resulting bank 

capital 

Surplus 

profits and 

assets 



Stock 


reserves 



MISSISSIPPI 





June 27 

The Bank of Greenwood, Greenwood. 

$350, 000 

$1, 050, 000 

$500, 993 

$26, 703, 082 

First National Bank of Jackson, Jackson (10523). 

7, 518, 305 

20, 981, 695 

948, 725 

367, 253, 622 


First National Bank of Jackson, Jackson (10523). 

8, 184, 355 

21,715,645 

1, 329,717 

394, 173, 721 

Aug. 29 

First National Bank of Biloxi, Biloxi (14739). 

300, 000 

900,000 

212, 605 

23, 908, 723 

First National Bank of Hattiesburg, Hattiesburg 
(5176). 

900,000 

2, 700, 000 

273, 302 

48, 980, 609 


First Mississippi National Bank, Hattiesburg (5176). 

1,350,000 

3, 450, 000 

567, 274 

73, 059, 029 

Dec. 31 

City Bank & Trust Company, Natchez. 

500, 000 

1,500,000 

318, 348 

28, 746, 698 


Deposit Guaranty National Bank, Jackson (15548). 

8, 100, 000 

23, 800, 000 

94,213 

440, 122, 649 


Deposit Guaranty National Bank, Jackson (15548). 

8, 634, 375 

25, 565, 625 

252, 392 

467, 004, 304 


NEW HAMPSHIRE 





Aug. 8 

The Salem Trust Company, Salem. 

294, 660 
875, 000 

281, 990 

210, 389 

6, 339, 486 

The Indian Head National Bank of Nashua, Nashua 

3, 625, 000 

440, 581 

65, 358, 134 


(1310). 



The Indian Head National Bank of Nashua, Nashua 

997, 775 

4, 252, 225 

496, 268 

71,698,280 


(1310). 

Aug. 15 

The Laconia National Bank, Laconia (1645). 

The Peoples National Bank of Laconia, Laconia 

200, 000 
125, 000 

300.000 

150.000 

272, 370 
470, 581 

10, 230, 759 
7, 694, 704 


(4037). 


Laconia Peoples National Bank & Trust Company, 

452, 500 

547, 500 

517, 951 

17,810,655 


Laconia (4037). 





Nov. 28 

The Mechanicks National Bank of Concord, Concord 

630, 000 

1,400,000 

630, 503 

29,718,643 


(2447). 

The Second National Bank of Nashua, Nashua 

1, 191,012 

500,000 

2, 300, 000 

52, 686, 208 


(2240). 


The Manchester Nationcil Bank, Manchester (1059). 

300, 000 

1, 800, 000 

533, 355 

20,927,519 


Bank of New Hampshire, National Association, 

2, 230, 000 

5, 770, 000 

1, 240, 897 

103, 326, 314 


Manchester (1059). 






NEW JERSEY 





Jan. 10 

Cotmty Bank and Trust Company, of Somerset, 

803, 140 

1, 120, 604 

240, 910 

25, 190, 763 


Franklin Township. 

Somerset Hills National Bank, Basking Ridge (6960). 

686, 400 

840, 000 

242, 948 

26, 187, 310 


Somerset Hills & County National Bank, Basking 

1, 718, 340 

1, 960, 604 

255,058 

51, 378, 073 


Ridge (6960). 





Sept. 6 

The First National Bank of Westville, Westville 

350, 000 

725,000 

526, 168 

16, 795,834 

(10430). 

Colonial National Bank, Haddonfield (14457). 

3, 303, 270 

3, 696, 730 

1, 392, 866 

126, 943, 276 



Colonial National Bank, Haddonfield (14457). 

3, 828, 270 

4,421, 730 

1, 744, 033 

143, 739, 109 

Nov. 14 

Washington Trust Company, Washington. 

400,000 

850, 000 

242, 225 
8, 725, 143 

18, 243, 885 


Nation^ Newark& Essex Bank, Newark (1316). 

16, 105, 870 

28, 894, 130 

706, 394, 139 


National Newark& Essex Bank, Newark (1316). 

16, 725, 870 

28, 274, 130 

10, 272, 344 

724, 493, 271 


See footnote at end of table. 
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Table B-17 — Continued 


Mergers* of National banks, or National and State banks, by States, calendar 1969 


Elective 

date 

Merging banks 

Resulting bank 

Outstanding 

capital 

stock 

Surplus 

Undivided 
profits and 
reserves 

Total 

assets 


NE\v JERSEY — continued 





Nov. 14 

The Farmers and Mechanics National Bank of 
Woodbury, Woodbury (.3716). 

$635, 01 1 

$1, 394, 736 

0 

$32, 296, 188 


Peoples National Bank of New lersey, Westmont 
(12022). 

1, 329, 129 

2, 558, 353 

$1, 419, 500 

101, 195, 907 


Peoples National Bank of New Jersey, Westmont 
(12022). 

2, 186, 379 

3, 736, 103 

1, 414, 237 

128, 598,495 

Nov. 28 

The Millville National Bank, Millville (1270). 

150,000 

1, 300, 000 

1,207, 151 

40, 887, 548 


South Jersey National Bank, Camden (1209). 

4, 359, 375 

11, 140,625 

5, 326, 200 

267, 672, 525 


South Jersey National Bank, Camden (1209). 

5, 076, 563 

1 1, 923, 438 

6, 640, 536 

308,613, 435 

Nov. 28 

The Lambertville National Bank, Lambertville 
(1272). 

131,260 

375, 000 

52, 328 

6, 250, 564 


First Trenton National Bank, Trenton (1327). 

5, 843, 120 

7, 952, 500 

8, 878, 323 

398, 597, 307 


First Trenton National Bank, Trenton (1327). 

5, 925, 160 

8, 376, 720 

9, 491, 810 

404, 830, 592 

Dec. 26 

Bank of Commerce, Newark. 

2, 045, 000 

2, 052, 375 

1, 592, 702 

71,455, 473 


The First Jersey National Bank, Jersey City (374). 

6, 200, 000 

12, 040, 000 

4, 410, 348 

408, 151,084 


The First Jersey National Bank, Jersey City (374). 

NEW YORK 

7, 836, 000 

14, 501,375 

6,003, 051 

479, 606, 557 

Feb. 28 

United Bank and Trust Company, New York. 

1,700,000 

951,000 

715, 772 

10, 969, 019 


Royal National Bank of New York, New York 
(15029). 

5, 008, 635 

5,010,000 

3, 305, 964 

255, 798, 382 


Royal National Bank of New York, New York 
(15029). 

5, 773, 635 

6, 836, 000 

3, 821,000 

266, 767, 471 

Nov. 28 

The Oceanside National Bank, Oceanside (12458). 

200, 000 

200, 000 

594, 284 

11,789,068 


Security National Bank, Huntington (6587). 

13, 684, 155 

35, 314, 028 

11,598,788 

918, 893, 374 


Security National Bank, Huntington (6587). 

13,904, 155 

35,514,028 

12, 173, 072 

930, 682, 442 

Dec. 31 

Marine Midland Trust Company of Rockland 
County, Nyack. 

2, 224, 000 

2,316, 000 

1, 654, 444 

86, 495, 299 


Marine Midland National Bank of Southeastern 
New York, Poughkeepsie (465). 

2, 075, 000 

4, 925, 000 

3, 447, 739 

154, 669, 793 


Marine Midland Bank of Southeastern New York, 
N.A., Poughkeepsie (465). 

NORTH CAROLINA 

5, 321, 600 

7, 241, 000 

4, 079, 583 

241, 165, 093 

May 27 

Bank of Varina, Fuquay-Varina 

100, 000 

175,000 

95, 964 

5,419, 824 

Southern National Bank of North Carolina, 
Lumberton (10610). 

3, 636, 605 

4, 518, 546 

1, 738, 321 

146, 323, 432 


Southern National Bank of North Carolina, 
Lumberton (10610). 

3, 814, 105 

4, 616, 046 

1, 834, 284 

151, 743, 255 

Aug. 29 

Home Bank and Trust Company, Hendersonville. 

620, 500 

620, 500 

15. 201 

4,231, 157 

First National Bank of Eastern North Carolina, 
Jacksonville (14676). 

2, 600, 000 

4, 300, 000 

892, 176 

99,517, 766 

See foo 

First National Bank of Eastern North Carolina, 
Jacksonville (14676). 

tnoie at end of table. 

3, 065, 375 

5, 075, 625 

907, 376 

103, 748, 922 
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Table B-17 — Continued 

Mergers* of National banks, or National and State banks, by States, calendar 1969 


Effective 

Merging banks 

Outstanding 

Surplus 

Undivided 

Total 

date 

Resulting bank 

capital 

profits and 

assets 


stock 


reserves 



NORTH CAROLINA — Continued 

Sept. 15 The Bank of Franklin, Franklin. 

The Peoples Bank, Roxboro. 

First Union National Bank of North Carolina, 
Charlotte (15650). 

First Union National Bank of North Carolina, 
Charlotte (15650). 

Sept. 22 State Bank & Trust Company, Greenville. 

North Carolina National Bank, Charlotte (13761). 


$150,000 
400, 000 
17, 123, 825 


$150,000 
400, 000 
25, 000, 000 


$381, 294 
613, 465 
9, 837, 868 


$12, 482,311 
20, 243, 597 
963, 788, 389 


17,868,825 | 25,500,000 10,687,627 996,776,328 


225 000 624,625 242,821 22,464,008 

14, 543’ 090 41,704,276 18,880,639 1,230,880,392 


North Carolina National Bank, Charlotte (13761). 15, 274, 340 41, 722, 651 19, 223, 460 1, 252, 782, 980 


1,318,063 43,028,467 


65, 061 
710, 492 


774, 385 


82,415 
197, 735 

280, 149 


1,288,000 2,578,000 


2, 094, 702 
26, 328, 041 


28, 441, 575 


3, 548, 747 
13, 994, 116 

17, 542,863 


Mar. 31 The First National Bank of Utica, Utica (7596). 50,000 250,000 355,457 6,991,140 

The First National Bank of Newark, Newark (858). 750, 000 1, 900, 000 292, 585 39, 643, 928 

The First National Bank of Newark, Newark (858). 750, 000 2, 150, 000 579, 456 46, 539, 404 

Sept. 30 The Guardian Bank, Springfield. 350,000 350,000 815,276 23,929 646 

The New Carlisle National Bank, New Carlisle 325, 000 675, 000 552, 787 24, 341, 639 

(6594). 

The Security National Bank, Springfield (6594). 875,000 875,000 1,318,063 43,028,467 

Nov. 15 Bank of Mt. Eaton, Mt. Eaton. 35,000 145,000 65,061 2,094,702 

First National Bank of Orrville-Dalton, Orrville 553,000 947,000 710,492 26,328,041 

(13742). 

First National Bank of Orrville-Dalton, Orrville 601,000 1,099,000 774,385 28,441,575 

(13742). 

Dec. 31 The Farmers Banking Company, West Liberty. 35,000 245,000 82,415 3,548,747 

Bellefontaine National Bank, BeUefontaine (13749). 200,000 600,000 197,735 13,994,116 

Bellefontaine National Bank, Bellefontaine (13749). 270,000 810,000 280,149 17,542,863 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Jan. 17 Peoples Bank of Enola, Enola. 100,000 225,000 83,836 4,135,193 

Cumberland County National Bank and Trust 1,645,620 3,054,380 656,313 89,979,862 

Company, New Cumberland (14542). 

Cumberland County National Bank and Trust 1,845,620 3,279,380 640,149 94,115,055 

Company, New Cumberland (14542). 

Mar. 1 The Farmers Bank of Mercersburg, Mercersburg. 50,000 250,000 103,690 4,612,759 

I National Valley Bank and Trust Company, Cham- 1, 188, 000 2, 378, 000 552, 831 58, 334, 103 

j bersburg (593). 

I National Valley Bank and Trust Company, Cham- 1,288,000 2,578,000 649,272 62,946,862 

bersburg (593). 

Mar. 17 The First National Bank of Nuremberg, Nuremberg 50,000 140,000 125,016 2,667,097 

(12563). 

The Hazleton National Bank, Hazleton (4204). 750, 000 2, 250, 000 1, 358, 000 50, 367, 934 

The Hazleton National Bank, Hazleton (4204). 800,000 2,390,000 1,483,017 53,035,031 

Mar. 31 The Bank of Lehighton, Lehighton. 100,000 300,000 59,406 7,217,437 

Peoples First National Bank and Trust Company, 1,150,000 2,300,000 873,621 53,077,293 

Hazleton (3893). 

Peoples First National Bank and Trust Company, 1, 310, 000 2, 620, 000 890, 398 60, 342, 001 

Hazleton (3893). 

See footnote at end of table. 
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Table B-17 — Continued 


Mergers'* of National banks, or National and State banks, by States, calendar 1969 


1 

Ejfect'we ] 
date \ 

i 

Merging banks 

Resulting bank 

Outstanding 

capital 

stock 

Surplus 

Undivided 
profits and 
reserves 

Total 

assets 

i 

PENNSYLVANIA — Continued 





June 30 

Keystone Trust Company, Harrisburg. 

The Fulton National Bank of Lancaster, Lancaster 
(2634). 

$300, 000 

1, 692, 500 

$800, 000 
3, 797, 500 

$356, 909 
3, 141, 358 

$14, 555, 132 
117, 199,301 


The Fulton National Bank of Lancaster, Lancaster 
(2634). 

2, 067, 500 

4, 597, 500 

3, 423, 267 

131, 754, 433 

July 31 

The First National Bank of York Springs, York 
Springs (7856). 

Adams County National Bank, Cumberland Town- 
ship (311). 

50, 000 

1, 300, 000 

300, 000 

-1 

2,710,000 

54, 678 

362, 346 

4,512,753 

47, 340, 533 


Adams Codnty National Bank, Cumberland Town- 
ship (311). 

1, 425, 000 

2, 935, 000 

417,024 

51, 853, 286 

Sept. 8 

First National Bank, Charleroi (14123). 

First National Bank & Trust Co., Washington, Pa., 
Washington (5920). 

100,000 

1,000,000 

300,000 
2, 000, 000 

557, 364 
1,911,885 

9, 741, 906 
54, 756, 021 


First National Bank & Trust Co., Washington, Pa., 
Washington (5920). 

1, 185, 000 

2, 000, 000 

2, 684, 249 

64, 497, 927 


SOUTH CAROLINA 


i 



Feb. 1 

The Peoples National Bank of Conway, Conway 
(10537). 

The Citizens and Southern National Bank of South 
Carolina, Chairleston (14425). 

300, 000 

400, 000 

552, 822 

15, 525,049 


5, 477, 735 

11,522, 265 

1 

3, 875, 503 

271,978,512 


The Citizens and Southern National Bank of South 
Carolina, Charleston (14425). 

5, 807, 735 

12, 192,265 

4, 128, 325 

286, 560, 199 

Feb. 24 

The Merchants and Planters National Bank of 
Gaffney, Gaffney (10655). 

300, 000 

1,200,000 

548,670 

15, 408, 501 


The Citizens and Southern National Bank of South 
Carolina, Charleston (14425). 

5, 807, 735 

12, 192,265 

4, 128, 325 

278, 991, 885 


The Citizens and Southern National Bank of South 
Carolina, Charleston (14425). 

6, 295, 235 

13,204, 765 

4, 676, 995 

294, 400, 386 

May 5 

First National Bank of St. George, St. George 
(15025). 

First National Bank in Orangeburg, Orangeburg 
(13918). 

175.000 

340.000 

85,000 

1, 300, 000 

295, 649 

488,913 

8, 023, 501 

23, 900, 597 


First National Bank in Orangeburg, Orangeburg 
(13918). 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

427, 500 

1, 472, 500 

695, 830 

31,667,889 

July 31 

United National Bank of Brandon, Brandon (15581 ). 
Lyman County Bank, Kennebec. 

United National Bank of Vermillion, Vermillion 
(15639). 

125, 000 
50,000 
400,000 

200, 000 
150,000 
400, 000 

62, 242 
43, 561 
238, 837 

5, 260,317 
2, 673, 996 
16, 038, 608 


United National Bank of Vermillion, Vermillion, 
South Dakota, Vermillion (15639). 

650, 000 

750,000 

269,640 

23, 972, 921 


VERMONT 





Sept. 9 

First National Bank of Bristol, Bristol (6252). 

The Merchants National Bank of Burlington, Bur- 
lington (1197). 

50,000 
580, 000 

245, 000 
565,000 

26, 258 
529, 202 

3, 302, 474 
28,904,021 


The Merchants National Bank of Burlington, Bur- 
lington (1197). 

622, 000 

810, 000 

569, 125 

32,919, 347 


See footnote at end of table. 


247 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stiouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



Table B— 17 — Continued 


Mergers* of National banks, or National and State banks, by States, calendar 1969 


Effective 

date 

Merging banks 

Resulting hank , 

Outstanding 

capital 

stock 

Surplus 

Undivided 
profits and 
reserves 

Total 

assets 


1 

VIRGINIA 

i 


\ 

i 


Apr. 30 

People’s Bank, Mount Jackson. 

Massanutten Bank of Shenandoah Valley, National 
Association, Strasburg (15566). 

$50. 000 
440, 000 

$220, 000 
560, 000 

$268, 793 
352, 627 

$6, 446, 665 
18, 429, 942 


First Virginia Bank, N.A., Strasburg (15566). 

615,000 

655, 000 

621,419 

24, 876, 607 

May 23 

The Citizens National Bank of Front Royal, Front 
Royal (13275). 

210, 000 

500, 000 

242, 650 

12, 973, 898 


Farmers and Merchants National Bank, Winchester 
(6084). 

1,510,000 

1, 510, 000 

824, 794 

53, 555, 661 

! 


Farmers and Merchants National Bank, Winchester 
(6084). 

1,930,000 

1, 930, 000 

937, 443 

66, 529, 559 

Aug. 15 

Commonwealth National Bank of Arlington, Ar- 
lington (15146). 

Virginia National Bank, Norfolk (9885). 

1, 000, 000 

16, 177,725 

459, 000 

23, 922, 275 

51, 153 

14, 924, 737 

34,777,218 

817,246,421 


Virginia National Bank, Norfolk (9885). 

17, 177,725 

24,381,275 

14, 975, 891 

851, 531,017 

Dec. 19 

1 

The First National Bank of Quantico, Quantico 
(12477). 

Virginia National Bank, Norfolk (9885). 

200, 000 

18, 250, 000 

350, 000 

24,381,275 

287, 007 

15,492, 113 

13, 948, 950 

912, 331, 648 


Virginia National Bank, Norfolk (9885). 

18, 680, 000 

24, 501, 275 

15, 757,620 

926, 284, 233 


WISCONSIN 





Nov. 21 

Monroe County Bank, Sparta. 

The Farmers National Bank of Sparta, Sparta 
(11463). 

105, 000 
100, 000 

180, 000 
200, 000 

120, 773 
79, 894 

5, 220, 337 
4, 947, 252 


Union National Bank & Trust Company, Sparta 
(11463). 

205, 000 

380, 000 

200,667 

10, 167, 589 


♦Excludes mergers involving only 1 operating bank, effected pursuant to corporate reorganization. 


Table B-18 

Mergers resulting in National banks, by assets of acquiring and acquired banks, 1960-69* 


Assets of acquired bank 


Assets of acquiring bank^ | 

Under $10 
million 

$10 million to 
24.9 
million 

$25 million to 
49.9 
million 

$50 million to 
99.9 
million 

$100 million 
and over 

Total 


78 

0 

0 

0 

0 

78 


104 

13 

0 

0 

0 

117 


85 

29 ; 

7 

0 

0 

191 


93 

30 i 

15 

3 

0 

141 


172 

123 1 

36 

20 

14 

365 



532 

195 

1 

58 

23 

1 

14 

t822 



♦Includes all forms of acquisitions involving 2 or more banks, from May 13, 1960, through Dec. 31, 1969. 
fin each transaction, the bank with larger total assets was considered to be the acquiring bank. 
jComprises 791 transactions, 16 involving 3 banks, 6 involving 4 banks, and 1 involving 5 banks. 
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Table B-19 


Domestic branches entering the National Banking System, by de novo opening, merger, or conversion, by States, calendar 1969 


Charter 
No. 1 

j 

Title and location of bank 

Branch! 

Local 

!S Opened for 1 

i 1 

Other than \ 
local 1 

business 

Total 

i 


274 

604 

878 


ALABAMA 


1 

i 


14414 

State National Bank of Alabama, Decatur 

0 

1 

1 

4067 

The First National Bank of Huntsville, Huntsville 

1 

1 

2 

1595 

The First National Bank of Mobile, Mobile 

1 

0 

I 

13097 

The Merchants National Bank of Mobile, Mobile 

1 

0 

1 

1814 

The First National Bank of Montgomery, Montgomery 

1 

0 

1 

8963 

The First NationsJ Bank, Scottsboro, Alabama 

0 

1 

1 

6173 

The City National Bank of Tuscaloosa, Tuscaloosa 

1 

0 

1 


ALASKA 




14651 

National Bank of Alaska, Anchorage 

0 

2 

2 

14747 

Alaska National Bank of Fairbanks, Fairbanks 

1 

3 

4 


ARIZONA 


; 1 


3728 

First National Bank of Arizona, Phoenix 

0 

6 

6 

14324 

The Valley National Bank of Arizona, Phoenix 

2 

6 

8 


ARKANSAS 




13637 

First National Bank of Eastern Arkanstis, Forest City 

1 

0 i 

1 

1950 

The First Nationtil Bank of Fort Smith, Fort Smith 

1 

0 ! 

1 

7240 

The Merchants National Bank of Fort Smith, Fort Smith 

1 

0 

1 


CALIFORNIA 


! 


15347 

Alameda First National Bank, Alameda 

0 

1 

1 

14670 

Community National Bank, Bakersfield 

0 

1 

1 

14695 

City National Bank, Beverly Hills 

0 

1 

1 

15450 

National Bank of Agriculture, Delano 

0 

1 

1 

15453 

Escondido National Bank, Escondido 

0 

1 

1 

2419 

Security Pacific National Bank, Los Angeles 

3 

19 

22 

15235 

Newport National Bank, Newport Beach 

0 

2 

2 

6919 

Central Valley National Bank, Oakland 

1 

1 

2 

15180 

Security National Bank, Oakland 

0 

1 

1 

6268 

First National Bank and Trust Company, Ontario 

0 

2 

2 

15532 

Commercial and Farmers National Bank, Oxnard 

2 

0 

2 

15349 

Valley National Bank, Salinas 

0 

1 

1 

3050 

Southern California First National Bank, San Diego 

0 

5 

5 

10391 

United States National Bank, San Diego 

1 

2 

3 

13044 

Bank of America National Trust and Savings Association, San Francisco 

2 

12 

14 

9655 

Bank of California, National Association, San Francisco 

0 

1 

1 

15330 

Commonwealth National Bank, San Francisco 

1 

1 

2 

1741 

Crocker-Citizens National Bank, San Francisco 

0 

2 

2 

15660 

Wells Fargo Bank, National Association, San Francisco 

0 

16 

16 

2158 

The First National Bank of San Jose, San Jose 

1 

0 

1 

15357 

San Joaquin Valley National Bank, Tulare 

0 

1 

1 


COLORADO 




15617 

Continental National Bank, Englewood 

1 

0 

1 

14146 

The First National Bank in Fort Collins, Fort Collins 

1 

0 

1 


CONNECTICUT 




335 

The Connecticut National Bank, Bridgeport 

0 

1 

1 

4 

The State National Bank of Connecticut, Bridgeport 

0 

1 

1 

15542 

The Constitution National Bank, Hartford 

0 

1 

1 

1338 

Hartford National Bank and Trust Company, Hartford 

0 

9 

9 

720 

The Home National Bank and TriKt Company, Meriden 

0 

1 

1 

2 

The First New Haven National Bank, New Haven 

2 

0 

2 

15354 

Orange National Bank, Orange 

0 

1 

1 

780 

The Waterbury National Bank, Waterbury 

1 

1 

2 

15363 

Westport National Bank, Westport 

1 

0 

1 
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Table B-19 — Continued 

Domestic branches entering the National Banking System, by de novo opening, merger, or conversion, by States, calendar 1969 


Charter 


Branches opened for business 

No. 

Title and location of bank 

! 

Local 

Other than 
local i 

Total 

3425 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

The National Bank of Washington, Washington 

0 

1 

1 

5046 

The Riggs National Bank of Washington, D.C., Washington 

1 

0 

1 

15700 

Security Bank, N.A., Washington 

4 

0 

4 

1559 

GEORGIA 

The First National Bank of Atlanta, Atlanta 

2 

0 

2 

9617 

The Fulton National Bank of Atlanta, Atlanta 

1 

0 

1 

10270 

The First National Bank & Trust Company in Macon, Macon 

1 

0 

1 

13068 

The Citizens and Southern National Bank of Georgia, Savannah 

0 

5 

5 

15546 

First National Bank and Trust Company, Vidalia 

1 

0 

1 

14911 

HAWAII 

Hawaii National Bank, Honolulu, Honolulu 

1 

0 

1 

14444 

IDAHO 

First Security Bank of Idaho, National Association, Boise 

0 

2 

2 

1668 

The Idaho First National Bank, Boise 

1 

2 

3 

5525 

ILLINOIS 

The Anna National Bank, Anna 

1 

0 

1 

14368 

First Arlington National Bank in Arlington Heights, Illinois, Arlington Heights. . . 

1 

0 

1 

3854 

The Merchants National Bank of Aurora, Aurora 

1 

0 

1 

14268 

The First National Bank in Carlyle, Carlyle 

1 

0 

1 

8043 

The Casey National Bank, Casey 

1 

0 

1 

13216 

American National Bank and Trust Company of Chicago, Chicago 

1 

0 

1 

14526 

Commercial National Bank of Chicago, Chicago 

1 

0 

1 

14486 

The Lincoln National Bank, Chicago 

1 

0 

1 

14504 

Marquette National Bank, Chicago 

1 

0 

1 

14661 

The Steel City National Bank of Chicago, Chicago 

1 

0 

1 

1365 

The First National Bank of Elgin, Elgin 

1 

0 

1 

14411 

Elmhurst National Bank, Elmhurst 

1 

0 

1 

1961 

First National Bank of Flora, Flora 

1 

0 

1 

14390 

The First National Bank of Highland Park, Highland Park 

1 

0 

1 

8937 

The First National Bank of Lake Forest, Lake Forest 

1 

0 

1 

13809 

First National Bank in Paxton, Paxton 

1 

0 

1 

2413 

Citizens First National Bank of Princeton, Princeton 

1 

0 

1 

205 

The First National Bank of Springheld, Springfield 

1 

0 

1 

14595 

Wheaton National Bank, Wheaton 

1 

0 

1 

12132 

INDIANA 

The National City Bank of Evansville, Evansville 

1 

0 

1 

14379 

The Calumet National Bank of Hammond, Hammond 

0 

2 

2 

571 

The First National Bank and Trust Company of Crawfordsville, Crawfordsville . . . 

0 

1 

1 

14398 

The First National Bank in Huntington, Huntington 

1 

0 

1 

984 

The Indiana National Bank, Indianapolis 

1 

0 

1 

869 

Merchants National Bank & Trust Company of Indianapolis, Indianapolis 

1 

3 

4 

2747 

The First-Merchants National Bank of Michigan City, Michigam City 

1 

0 

1 

2234 

The Merchants National Bank of Muncie, Muncie 

The Second National Bank of Richmond, Richmond 

1 

0 

1 

1988 

2 

0 

2 

14799 

IOWA 

City National Bank of Cedar Rapids, Cedar Rapids 

1 

0 

1 

117 

The First National Bank of Marion, Marion 

1 

0 

1 

13702 

The National Bank of Waterloo, Waterloo 

1 

0 

1 

3909 

KANSAS 

The Merchants National Bank of Topeka, Topeka 

1 

0 

i 

1 
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Table B-1 9- -Continued 


Domestic branches entering the National Banking System, by de novo opening, merger, or conversion, by States, calendar 1969 


Charter 

No. 

\ 


Branches npmed for business 

Tide and location of bard: 

Local 

Other than 
local 

Total 


KTINTUCKY 




12293 

The Third National Bank of Ashland, Ashland 

0 

1 

1 

718 

The First National Bank and Trust Company of Covington, Cot ington 

0 

1 

1 

14894 

Fort Knox National Bank, Fort Knox 

0 

1 

1 

4D90 

The State National Bank of Frankfort, Frankfort 

1 

0 

1 

906 

First Security National Bank and Trust Company of Lexington, Lexington 

1 

0 

1 

109 

First National Bank of Louisville, Louisville 

0 

1 

1 

7030 

Pikeville National Bank & Trust Company, Pikeville 

0 

2 

2 

3832 

The First and Farmers National Bank of Somerset, Somerset 

0 

1 

1 


LOtnSlANA 




13737 

City National Bank of Baton Rouge, Baton Rouge 

1 

0 

1 

14168 

First National Bank in DeRidder, DeRidder 

1 

0 

I 

13732 

First National Bank of Jefferson Parish, Gretna 

0 

1 

1 

14086 

The Citizens National Bank in Hammond, Hammond 

0 

1 

1 

5023 

The First National Bank of Lafayette, Lafayette 

1 

0 

! 

14849 

Lakeside National Bank of Lake Charles, Lake Charles 

1 

0 

1 

13655 

The Ouachita National Bank in Monroe, Monroe 

0 

1 

1 

13688 

The Hibernia National Bank in New Orleans, New Orleans 

2 

0 

2 

11795 

The First National Bank of Ruston, Ruston 

0 

1 

I 

3595 

The First National Bank of Shreveport, Shreveport 

1 

0 

1 

13345 

Lafomche National Bank of Thibodaux, Thibwdaux 

1 

0 



MAINE 




1437 

Merchants National Bank of Bangor, Bangor 

1 

0 

1 

13843 

The First National Bank of Fort Fairfield, Fort Fairfield 

0 

1 

1 

2260 

First-Manufacturers National Bank of Lewiston and Auburn, Auburn 

1 

0 

1 

13750 

Norway National Bank, Norway 

0 

1 

1 

941 

Canal National Bank, Portland 

0 

1 

1 


MARYLAND 




1244 

The Farmers National Bank of Annanolis, Annapolis 

1 

0 

1 

13745 

Maryland National Bank, Baltimore 

1 

0 

3 

1413 

The First National Bank of Maryland, Baltimore 

1 

2 

3 

15285 

Belair National Bank, Bowie 

1 

0 

1 

15365 

Univeraity National Bank, College Park 

0 

1 

1 

381 

The First National Bank & Trust Co. of Western Maryland, Cumberland 

I 

0 

1 

15154 

Peoples National Bank of Maryland, Suitland 

0 

1 

! 

14985 

Metropolitan National Bank of Maryland, Wheaton 

0 

1 

1 


MASSAGIIUSETIS 




393 

The First National Bank of Amherst, Amherst 

0 

2 

2 

200 

The First National Bank of Boston, Boston 

1 

0 

1 

475 

New England Merchants National Bank of Boston, Boston 

0 

1 

i 

779 

Plymouth-Home National Bank, Brockton 


1 

1 

4771 

The County Bank, N.A., Cambridge 

0 

1 


590 

The Fall River National Bank, Fall River 

0 

1 


1320 

The Falmouth National Bank, Falmouth 

0 

2 

2 

4774 

The First National Bank of Ipswich, Ipswich 

0 

1 

i 

2404 

The Peoples National Bank of Marlborough, Marlborough 

0 

1 

1 

14834 

First National Bank of Natick, Natick 

0 

1 

1 

261 

The First National Bank of New Bedford, New Bedford 

1 

0 

1 

1082 

First Agricultural National Bank of Berkshire County, Pittsfield 

1 

0 

1 

14798 

South Shore National Bank, Quincy 

0 

1 

1 

t 

308 

Third National Bank of Hampden County, Springfield 

1 

0 

1 

416 

The First-Machinists National Bank of Taunton, Taunton 

1 

0 

1 

1135 

The Mechanics National Bank of Worcester, Worcester 

1 

0 

1 
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Table B-19 — Continued 


Domestic branches entering the National Banking System, by de novo opening, merger, or conversion, by States, calendar 1969 


Charter 


Branches opened for business 

No. 

Title and location of bank 

Local 

Other than 
local 

Total 

1924 

MICHIGAN 

The Southern Michigan National Bank of Goidwater, Coldwater 

0 

1 

1 

14925 

City National Bank of Detroit, Detroit 

0 

1 

1 

13738 

Manufacturers National Bank of Detroit, Detroit 

0 

2 

2 

14948 

Michigan Bank, National Association, Detroit 

1 

0 

1 

13671 

National Bank of Detroit, Detroit 

0 

4 

4 

13995 

The National Bank of Eaton Rapids, Eaton Rapids 

0 

1 

1 

14102 

The Iron River National Bank, Iron River 

1 

0 

1 

191 

The First National Bank and Trust Company of Kalamazoo, Kalamazoo 

0 

1 

1 

1731 

The First National Bank of Lapeer, Lapeer 

1 

0 

1 

15444 

Livonia National Bank, Livonia 

2 

0 

2 

14582 

First National Bank & Trust Company of Midland, Midland 

1 

0 

1 

1587 

The First National Bank of Monroe, Monroe 

0 

1 

1 

4398 

Hackley Union National Bank and Trust Company of Muskegon, Muskegon 

2 

0 

2 

13739 

Community National Bank of Pontiac, Pontiac 

1 

0 

1 

2550 

First National Bank of Quincy, Quincy 

0 

1 

1 

1918 

Second National Bank of Saginaw, Saginaw 

0 

1 

1 

14523 

First National Bank & Trust Company, Sturgis 

0 

1 

1 

3378 

Clinton National Bank and Trust Company, St. Johns 

0 

1 

1 

15611 

First National Bank of Warren, Warren 

2 

0 

2 

10498 

The First National Bank of Watervliet, Watervliet 

1 

0 

1 

5176 

MISSISSIPPI 

First Mississippi National Bank, Hattiesburg 

0 

1 

1 

15539 

Southern National Bank of Hattiesburg, Hattiesburg 

1 

0 

1 

15386 

First National Bank of luka, luka 

0 

1 

1 

15516 

Citizens National Bank, Jackson 

1 

0 

1 

10523 

First National Bank of Jackson, Jackson 

1 

3 

4 

13551 

First National Bank in Meridian, Meridian 

0 

1 

1 

15661 

First National Bank, Southaven, Mississippi, Southaven 

1 

0 

1 

15479 

First Citizens National Bank, Tupelo 

0 

2 

2 

2891 

The First National Bank of West Point, West Point 

1 

0 

1 

15376 

NEBRASKA 

City National Bank of Lincoln, Lincoln 

1 

0 

1 

1633 

The Omaha National Bank, Omaha 

1 

0 

1 

14004 

Packers National Bank in Omaha, Omaha 

1 

0 

1 

14406 

NEVADA 

Security National Bank of Nevada, Reno 

1 

0 

1 

1 

5274 

NEW HAMPSHIRE j 

Merchants National Bank, Dover ' 

1 

0 

1 

12889 

The Rockingham National Bank of Exeter, Exeter 

1 

0 

1 

4037 

Laconia Peoples National Bank and Trust Company, Laconia 

1 

0 

1 

15737 

Lisbon National Bank, Lisbon 

0 

1 

1 

1059 

Bank of New Hampshire, National Association, Manchester 

0 

2 

2 

1310 

The Indian Head National Bank of Nashua, Nashua 

0 

1 

1 

2240 

The Second National Bank of Nashua, Nashua 

2 

1 

3 

1052 

The New Hampshire National Bank of Portsmouth, Portsmouth 

1 

0 

1 

1180 

First Somersworth-RoIIingsford National Bank, Somersworth 

1 

0 

1 

13363 

NEW JERSEY 

First Merchants National Bank, Asbury Park, /\sbury Park 

Somerset Hills & County National Bank, Basking Ridge 

1 

2 

3 

6960 

0 

4 

4 

8704 

First National Bank and Trust Company of Beverly, Beverly 

0 

1 

1 

9498 

The Farmers and Merchants National Bank of Bridgeton, Bridgeton 

0 

3 

3 

1209 

South Jersey National Bank, Camden 

0 

5 

5 

10471 

The Clayton National Bank, Clayton 

0 

1 

1 

15709 

New Jersey Bank (National Association), Clifton 

5 

16 

21 

2076 

The National Union Bank of Dover, Dover 

0 

1 

1 
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Table B-19 — Continued 


Domestic branches entering the National Banking System, by de novo opening, merger, or conversion, by States, calendar 1969 


Charier 


Branches opened for business 

No. 

Title and location of bank 

Local 

Other than 
local 

Total 

15419 

NEW JERSEY — Continued 

Eatontown National Bank, Eatontown 

0 

1 

1 

1436 

The National State Bank, Elizabeth, N.J., Elizabeth 

0 

2 

2 

15035 

Franklin Lakes National Bank, Franklin Lakes 

0 

1 

1 

12014 

City National Bank, Hackensack 

1 

0 

1 

15570 

The Hackensack Trust Company, National Association, Hackensack 

0 

1 

1 

8267 

The Peoples National Bank of Hackettstown, Hackettstown 

0 

1 

1 

14457 

Colonial National Bank, Haddonfield 

0 

1 

1 

374 

The First Jersey National Bank, Jersey City 

0 

6 

6 

8627 

The First National Bank and Trust Company of Kearney, Kearney 

0 

1 

1 

3878 

Amboy-Madison National Bank, Madison Township 

1 

0 

1 

6440 

The Farmers and Merchants National Bank of Matawan, Matawan 

0 

1 

1 

1270 

The Millville National Bank, Millville 

1 

0 

1 


Trust Company National Bank, Morristown 

0 

1 

1 

15297 

New Jersey National Bank and Trust Company, Neptune 

1 

0 

1 

1452 

First National State Bank of New Jersey, Newark 

0 

1 

1 

1116 

National Newark & Essex Bank, Newark 

0 

3 

3 

15505 

Security National Bank, Newark 

0 

1 

1 

3697 

The Peoples National Bank of New Brunswick, New Brunswick 

1 

0 

1 

329 

First National Bank of Passiac County, Paterson 

0 

1 

1 

8007 

First National Bank of Pedricktown, Pedricktown 

0 

1 

1 

3697 

The Peoples National Bank of Central Jersey, Piscataway 

1 

0 

1 

5712 

Ocean County National Bank, Point Pleasant 

1 

0 

1 

2257 

The Monmouth County National Bank, Red Bank, Red Bank 

1 

0 

1 

11759 

Citizens First National Bank of Ridgewood, Ridgewood 

0 

2 

2 

5005 

National Community Bank of Rutherford, Rutherford 

1 

1 

2 

15228 

National Bank of Secaucus, Secaucus 

1 

0 

1 

15327 

First National Bank of Scotch Plains, Scotch Plains 

0 

1 

1 

3866 

The First National Bank of Somerset County, N.J., Somerville 

0 

1 

1 

2509 

The First National Bank of Toms River, N.J. Toms River 

1 

1 

2 

1327 

First Trenton National Bank, Trenton 

0 

2 

2 

12425 

The Union Center National Bank, Union 

0 

1 

1 

13848 

Belmar-Wall National Bank, West Belmar 

0 

1 

1 

12022 

Peoples National Bank of New Jersey, Westmont 

0 

1 

1 

1199 

First County National Bank and Trust Company, Woodbury, Woodbury 

0 

1 

1 

12485 

NEW MEXICO 

Albuquerque National Bank, Albuquerque 

1 

0 

1 

15499 

Fidelity National Bank, Albuquerque 

1 

0 

1 

15256 

Farmington National Bank, Farmington 

1 

0 

1 

14971 

Deming National Bank, Deming 

0 

1 

1 

1 

14912 

Security National Bank of Roswell, Roswell 

0 

1 

1750 

The First National Bank of Santa Fe, Santa Fe 

0 

1 

1 

8132 

The American National Bank of Silver City, Silver City 

1 

0 

1 

15758 

NEW YORK 

First Trust Company of Albany, National Association, Albany 

7 

8 

15 

1301 

National Commercial Bank and Trust Company, Albany 

0 

1 

1 

11583 

The Evans National Bank of Angola, Angola 

0 

1 

1 

5816 

The National Exchange Bank of Castleton on Hudson, Castleton on Hudson 

0 

1 

1 

2655 

First National Bank and Trust Company of Corning, Corning 

0 

1 

1 

11511 

Marine Midland Tinker National Bank, East Setauket 

0 

1 

1 

6587 

Security National Bank, Huntington 

1 

2 

3 

7703 

National Bank of North America, Jamaica 

0 

3 

3 

1120 

The Rondout National Bank of Kingston, Kingston 

0 

1 

1 

13956 

County National Bank, Middletown 

0 

2 

2 

12997 

Franklin National Bank, Mineola 

0 

3 

3 

13314 

Nanuet National Bank, Nanuet 

0 

1 

1 

2370 

The Chase Manhattan Bank (National Association), New York 

5 

2 

7 

1461 

First National City Bank, New York 

8 

2 

10 

15029 

Royal National Bank of New York, New York 

1 

0 

1 

1354 

The National Bank and Trust Company of Norwich, Norwich 

1 

0 

1 
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Table B-19 — Continued 

Domestic branches entering the National Banking System, by de novo opening, merger, or conversion, by States, calendar 1969 


Charter 


Branches opened for business 

No. 

Title and location oj bank 

Local 

Other than 
local 

Total 

15558 

NEW YORK — continued 

Community National Bank and Trust Company of Richmond, Richmond 

0 

1 

1 

13664 

The First National Bank of Painted Post, Painted Post 

0 

1 

1 

15641 

The State of New York National Bank, Poughkeepsie 

1 

0 

1 

13563 

First National Bank in Sidney, Sidney 

1 

0 

1 

1342 

The Merchants National Bank and Trust Company of Syracuse, Syracuse 

0 

1 

1 

15627 

Lincoln National Btmk and Trust Company of Central New York, Syracuse 

0 

2 

2 

2657 

The National Bank of Northern New York, Watertown 

0 

1 

1 

11091 

NORTH CAROLINA ^ 

The First National Bank of Albemarle, Albemarle i 

1 

0 

1 

15650 

First Union National Bank of North Carolina, Charlotte i 

2 

14 

16 

13761 

North Carolina National Bank, Charlotte 

0 

8 

8 

14481 

Citizens National Bank of Concord, Concord 

1 

0 

1 

14676 

First National Bank of Eastern North Carolina, Jacksonville 

1 

3 

4 

10610 

Southern National Bank of North Carolina, Lumberton 

0 

6 

6 

13859 

The Union National Bank of Oxford, Oxford 

0 

1 

1 

11229 

First National Bank of Reidsville, Reidsville 

1 

0 

1 

10608 

The Planters National Bank and Trust Company, Rocky Mount 

0 

2 

2 

4947 

The First National Bank of Anson County, Wadesboro 

1 

0 

1 

15673 

Wachovia Bank and Trust Company, N.A., Winston-Salem 

17 

114 

131 

15416 

First National Bank, Bowling Green 

1 

0 

1 

13899 

The First National Bank in Bryan, Bryan 

1 

0 

1 

13905 

The Central National Bank at Cambridge, Cambridge 

1 

0 

1 

3654 

The Farmers National Bank of Canfield, Canfield 

0 

1 

1 

76 

First National Bank of Canton, Canton 

0 

1 

1 

128 

The First National Bank of Chillicothe, Chillicothe 

1 

0 

1 

24 

The First National Bank of Cincinnati, Cincinnati 

0 

1 

1 

172 

The Second National Bank of Circleville, Circleville 

1 

0 

1 

15423 

The Capital National Bank, Cleveland 

1 

1 

2 

4318 

Central National Bank of Cleveland, Cleveland 

1 

0 

1 

14761 

Society Nationtil Bank of Cleveland, Cleveland 

0 

1 

1 

7745 

The Huntington National Bank of Columbus, Columbus 

1 

1 

2 

5065 

The Ohio National Bank of Columbus, Columbus 

1 

1 

2 

15609 

Akron National Bank and Trust Company, Akron 

1 

0 

1 

14579 

First National Btmk of Akron, Akron 

2 

0 

2 

183 

The First National Bank of Ashland, Ashland 

1 

0 

1 

13914 

First National Bank in Bellaire, Bellaire 

1 

0 

1 

10 

The Third National Bank and Trust Company of Dayton, Ohio, Dayton 

0 

1 

1 

2604 

The Winters National Bank and Trust Company of Dayton, Dayton 

1 

0 

1 

15512 

National Bank of Defiance, Defiance 

1 

0 

1 

3889 

The Preble County National Bank of Eaton, Eaton 

1 

0 

1 

15577 

Elyria Savings & Trust National Bamk, Elyria 

0 

1 

1 

56 

The First National Bank and Trust Company of Hamilton, Hamilton 

0 

1 

1 

15340 

Tower National Bank of Lima, Lima 

1 

0 

1 

15456 

The Central Security National Bank of Lorain County, Lorain 

1 

1 

2 

14290 

The Lorain National Bank, Lorain 

1 

0 

1 

11831 

The National City Bank of Marion, Marion 

0 

1 

1 

10692 

The Brown County National Bank of Mt. Grab, Mount Grab 

0 

1 

1 

858 

The First National Bank of Newark, Newark 

0 

1 

1 

13742 

First National Bank of Grrville-Dalton, Grrville 

0 

1 

1 

1006 

The Piqua National Bank and Trust Company, Piqua 

0 

1 

1 

13832 

The National Bank of Portsmouth, Portsmouth 

0 

1 

1 

6594 

The Security National Bank, Springfield 

2 

1 

3 

14586 

First Bank of Toledo, Toledo 

1 

1 

2 

13797 

Van Wert National Bank, Van Wert 

0 

1 

1 

2479 

The Second National Bank of Warren, Warren 

0 

1 

1 

1997 

The Clinton Coimty National Bank and Trust Company of Wilmington, Wilmington. 

0 

2 

2 

365 

The First National Bank of Wilmington, Wilmington 

1 

0 

1 

2350 

The Mahoning National Bank of Youngstown, Youngstown 

1 

2 

3 
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Table B-19 — Continued 


Domestic branches entering the National Banking System, by de novo opening, merger, or conversion, by States, calendar 1969 


Charter 


Branches opened for 

business 

No. 

Title and location of bank 

Local 

Other than 
local 

Total 


OKLAHOMA 




15350 

Republic National Bank of Tulsa, Tulsa 

1 

0 

1 


OREGON 




1553 

First National Bank of Oregon, Portland 

0 

1 

1 

4514 

United States National Bank of Oregon, Portland 

0 

3 

3 


PENNSYLVANIA 




6645 

The Merchants National Bank of Allentown, Allentown 

1 

0 

1 

2280 

The Citizens National Bank of Ashland, Ashland 

0 

2 

2 

723 

Central Penn National Bank, Bala-Cynwyd 

0 

1 

1 

10128 

The Kishacoquillas Valley National Bank of Belleville, Belleville 

0 

1 

1 

138 

The First National Bank and Trust Company of Bethlehem, Bethlehem 

1 

1 

2 

2428 

The Bradford National Bank, Bradford 

1 

0 

1 

593 

National Valley Bank and Trust Companv, Chambcrsburg 

1 

1 

2 

355 

The Delaware Coimty National Bank, Chester 

0 

1 

1 

4948 

The First National Bank of Coudersport, Coudersport 

0 

1 

1 

311 

Adams County National Bank, Cumberland Township 

0 

1 

1 

573 

The Doylestown National Bank and Trust Company, Doylestown 

0 

1 

1 

870 

Marine National Bank, Erie 

0 

1 

1 

8854 

The Citizens National Bank of Evans City, Evans City 

0 

1 

1 

9256 

The First National Bank of Fairfield, Fairfield 

0 

1 

1 

611 

The Gettysburg National Bank, Gettysburg 

1 

0 

1 

249 

First National Bank of Mercer County, Greenville 

0 

1 

1 

4204 

The Hazleton National Bank, Hazleton 

0 

1 

1 

3893 

Peoples First National Bank and Trust Company, Hazleton 

0 

1 

I 

10188 

The First National Bank of Herminie, Herminie 

0 

1 

1 

31 

Penn Central National Bank, Huntingdon 

0 

1 

1 

6615 

The Hoblitzell National Bank of Hyndman, Hyndman 

0 

1 

1 

14098 

First National Bank in Indiana, Indiana 

0 

1 

I 

2634 

The Fulton National Bank of Lancaster, Lancaster 

0 

1 

1 

240 

The First National Bank of Lebanon, Lebanon 

0 

1 

1 

5773 

The Farmers National Bank of Lititz, Lititz 

0 

1 

1 

4625 

McKeesport National Bank, McKeesport 

1 

0 

1 

12 

The First National Bank of Pennsylvania, Meadville 

0 

2 

2 

2252 

Upper Dauphin National Bank, Millersburg 

0 

1 

1 

9511 

The Farmers National Bank and Trust Company of Millheim, Millheim 

0 

1 

1 

5574 

First Citizens National Bank, Montgomery 

1 

0 

1 

14542 

Cumberland County National Bank and Trust Company, New Cumberland 

0 

1 

1 

324 

The First National Bank and Trust Company of Newtown, Newtown 

0 

1 

1 

5227 

The Cement National Bank, Northampton 

0 

2 

2 

15393 

Lincoln National Bank, Philadelphia 

1 

1 

2 

539 

The Philadelphia National Bank, Philadelphia 

1 

3 

4 

15422 

Provident National Bank, Philadelphia 

1 

3 

4 

252 

Pittsburgh National Bank, Pittsburgh 

0 

1 

1 

2222 

Western Pennsylvania National Bank, Pittsburgh 

0 

5 

5 

7511 

The First National Bank of State College, State College 

0 

1 

1 

12261 

The Peoples National Bank of State College, State College 

0 

1 

1 

5920 

First National Bank & Trust Co., Washington, Pa., Washington 

1 

1 

2 

30 

The First National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre 

0 

1 

1 

694 

National Bank & Trust Company of Central Pennsylvania, York 

0 

1 

1 


RHODE ISLAND 




13981 

Columbus National Bank of Rhode Island, Providence 

0 

2 

2 

15723 

Rhode Island Hospital Trust National Bank, Providence 

8 

20 

28 
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Table B— 19 — Continued 

Domestic branches entering the National Banking System, by de novo opening, merger, or conversion, by States, calendar 1969 


Charter 

No. 

Title and location of bank 

Branches opened Jor business 

Local 

Other than 
local 

Total 


SOUTH CAROLINA 




2044 

The South Carolina National Bank of Charleston, Charleston 

0 

1 

1 

13720 

The First National Bank of South Carolina, Columbia 

1 

0 

1 

10536 

The Conway National Bank, Conway 

1 

0 

1 

10635 

The Peoples National Bank, Greenville 

1 

1 

2 

13918 

First National Bank of Orangeburg, Orangeburg 

0 

1 

1 

14425 

The Citizens and Southern National Bank of South Carolina, Charleston 

3 

5 

8 


SOUTH DAKOTA 




10592 

Northwestern National Bank of Sioux Falls, Sioux Falls 

1 

0 

1 

15639 

United National Bank of Vermillion, Vermillion, South Dakota, Vermillion 

0 

2 

2 


TENNESSEE 


1 


14611 

American National Bank and Trust Company of Chattanooga, Chattanooga 

0 

3 

3 

1666 

The Cleveland National Bank, Cleveland 

0 

1 

1 

14760 

First National Bank of Clinton, Clinton 

0 

1 

1 

7397 

The First National Bank of Franklin County at Decherd, Decherd 

0 

1 

1 

526^ 

First-Citizens National Bank of Dyersburg, Dyersburg 

0 

1 

1 

4177 

The First National Bank of Greenville, Greenville 

1 

0 

1 

13635 

The Hamilton National Bank of Johnson City, Johnson City 

1 

0 

1 

13539 

The Hamilton National Bank of Knoxville, Knoxville 

1 

1 

2 

10028 

The First National Bank of Anderson County, Lake City 

0 

1 

1 

13303 

Third National Bank in Nashville, Nashville 

0 

1 

1 

15590 

First National Bank of Selmer, Selmer 

0 

1 

1 

7314 

The First National Bank of Tracy City, Tracy City 

0 

1 

1 


UTAH 




4341 

Zions First National Bank, Salt Lake City 

1 

2 

3 

15243 

American National Bank, Salt Lake City 

0 

1 

1 


VERMONT 




1430 

Vermont National Bank, Brattleboro 

1 

0 

1 

1197 

The Merchants NationtJ Bank of Burlington, Burlington 

0 

1 

1 

194 

Catamount National Bank, Bennington 

1 

1 

2 


VIRGINIA 




651 

United Virginia Bank/First & Citizens National, Alexandria 

1 

2 

3 

14893 

Mount Vernon National Bank and Trust Company of Fairfax County, Annandale. 

0 

1 

1 

15146 

Commonwealth National Bank of Arlington, Arlington 

3 

4 

7 

15492 

Monticello National Bank, Charlottesville — 

1 

0 

1 

7937 

The First National Bank of Christiansburg, Christiansburg. 

0 

1 

1 

13275 

The Citizens National Bank of Front Royal, Front Royal 

1 

0 

1 

15315 

Fairfield NationtJ Bank of Highland Springs, Highland Springs 

0 

1 

1 

5290 

Chesapeake National Bank, Kilmarnock 

0 

1 

1 

1522 

The Fidelity National Bank, Lynchburg 

1 

0 

1 

15461 

First National Bank of Norfolk, Norfolk 

1 

0 

1 

9885 

Virginia Nationtil Bank, Norfolk 

0 

4 

4 

12477 

The First National Bank of Quantico, Quantico 

1 

0 

1 

10080 

The Central National Bank of Richmond, Richmond 

1 

0 

1 

15530 

Metropolitan National Bank, Richmond 

1 

1 

2 

2737 

The First National Exchange Bank of Virginia, Roanoke 

0 

2 

2 

15117 

Security National Bank of Roanoke, Roanoke 

0 

1 

1 

15566 

First County National Bank, Strasburg 

0 

1 

1 

6084 

Farmers and Merchants National Bank, Winchester. 

0 

1 

1 


VIRGIN ISLANDS ! 




143335 

! 

Virgin Island National Bank, St. Thomas — 

0 

1 

1 
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Table B-19 — Continued 

Domestic branches entering the National Banking System, by de novo opening, merger, or conversion, by States, calendar 1969 


Charter 


Branches opened for business 

No. 

Title and location oj hank ' 

Local 

Other than 
local 

i 

1 Total 

15233 

WASHINGTON 

Valley National Bank of Auburn, Auburn 

1 

0 

1 

6074 

First National Bank in Port Angeles, Port Angeles 

1 

0 

1 

13230 

The Pacific National Bank of Seattle, Seattle 

1 

0 

1 

4375 

The National Bank of Commerce of Seattle, Seattle 

1 

2 

3 

14394 

Peoples National Bank of Washington, Seattle 

1 

0 

1 

11280 

Seattle-First National Bank, Seattle 

4 

5 

9 

15418 

National Bank of Mason County, Shelton 

0 

1 

1 

4668 

Old National Bank of Washington, Spokane 

1 

0 

1 

3417 

National Bank of Washington, Tacoma, Washington, Tacoma 

1 

2 

3 

12293 

Puget Sound National Bank, Tacoma 

1 

1 

2 

2132 

WISCONSIN 

Kellogg-Citizens National Bank of Green Bay, Green Bay 

0 

1 

1 

212 

The First National Bank of Kenosha, Kenosha 

0 

1 

1 

14522 

Kenosha National Bank, Kenosha 

0 

1 

1 

144 

The First National Bank of Madison, Madison 

0 

1 

1 

15738 

Tri City National Bank of Oak Creek, Oak Creek 

0 

1 

1 

13616 

First National Bank of Oconomowoc, Oconomowoc 

1 

0 

1 

15081 

Marine National Bank of Waukesha, Waukesha 

0 

1 

1 

15424 

First American National Bank of Wausau, Wausau 

0 

2 

2 
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Table B-20 


Domestic branches of National banks closed, by States, calendar 1969 


Charter 


Branches closed 

No. 

Title and location of bank 

Local 

1 Other than 
local 

Total 


Total 

54 

72 

126 




ARIZONA 




3728 



1 

1 

ARKANSAS 


10004 


1 


1 

CALIFORNIA 


13044 

Bank of America National Trust and Savings Association, San Francisco 

1 

2 

3 

1741 

Crocker-Citizens National Bank, San Francisco 

2 

2 

15047 

Redwood National Bank, San Rafael 


2 

2 

CONNECTICUT 




4 

The State National Bank of Connecticut, Bridgeport 


1 

1 

15040 

1 

TJnrnln N?itinn?il Bank, Stamford 

4 

4 

DELAWARE 


i 


15033 

Colonial National Bank, Wilmington ' 

1 


1 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

1 

3425 

The National Bank of Washington, Washington 

1 


1 

GEORGIA 

! 

13068 

The Citizens and Southern National Bank. Savannah 


2 

2 

* 1 

! 

HAWAII 



i 

5550 


14 

21 

35 

IDAHO 

14444 

First Security Bank of Idaho^ National Association, Boise 


1 

1 

8822 

The First National Bank of Malad City, Malad City 


1 

1 

INDIANA 


13759 

American Fletcher National Bank and Trust Company, Indianapolis 

1 


1 


IOWA 


14799 

City National Bank of Cedar Rapids, Cedar Rapids 

1 


1 

2469 

Firrt National Bank, Clinton *. 

1 


1 

KANSAS 


10765 

Hutchinson National Bank and Trust Company, Hiitchin.son 

1 

1 

i 


1 


KENTUCKY 

1 

2927 

First Georgetown National Bank and Trust Company, Georgetown 

1 


1 


LOUISIANA 


14477 

National American Bank of New Orleans, New Orleans 

1 


1 


MAINE 


941 

Canal National Bank, Portland 


1 

1 
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Table B-20 — Continued 


Domestic branches of National banks closed, by States, calendar 1969 


Charter 

No. 

Title and location of bank 

j 

Local 

Branches close 

Other than 
local 

d 

Total 


MICHIGAN 




13738 

Manufacturers National Bank of Detroit, Detroit 

1 


1 

14062 

Hillsdale County National Bank, Hillsdale 

1 


1 

13820 

The American National Bank and Trust Company of Michigan, Kalamazoo 

i 

1 

1 

12697 

'l‘he Dart INational bank of Mason, Mason 

i 1 


1 

13874 

The National Bank of Wyandotte, Wyandotte 

i 

1 

1 


MISSISSIPPI 

1 



15667 

First Citizens National Bank, Belmont 

! 

1 

1 

10523 

First National Bank of Jackson, Jackson 

i 

1 

1 

14592 

First National Bank of Picayune, Picayune 

1 1 


1 


NEBRASKA 


j 

i 

13953 


1 1 




NEW JERSEY 

1 

i 

! 

1 


15709 

New Jersey Bank (National Association), Clifton 

' 1 




NEW YORK 




1301 

National Commercial Bank and Trust Company, Albany 


1 

1 

13004 

The Endicott National Bank, Endicott 


3 

3 

1461 


1 


1 

i 

NORTH CAROLINA 




15650 



2 

2 

13761 


1 


1 

15673 



1 

1 


OHIO 

i 

1 



14761 


I 


1 

13899 


1 


1 


PENNSYLVANIA 




138 

The First National Bank and Trust Company of Bethlehem, Bethlehem 

7 

1 

8 

2428 


1 


1 

705 



1 

1 

13852 

Miners National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre 

3 

7 

10 


SOUTH CAROLINA 




14425 



1 

1 

2044 



1 

1 

14135 

The Southern National Bank of Orangebin-g, Orangeburg 

4 


4 


VIRGINIA 




14893 

Mount Vernon National Bank and Trust Company of Fairfax County, Annandale 


16 

16 

i 

WASHINGTON 




13230 i 

The Pacific National Bank of Seattle, Seattle 

1 


1 
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Table B-2 1 

Principal assets, liabilities, and capital accounts oj National banks, by deposit size, year-end 1968 and 1969 


[Dollar amounts in millions] 







Securities, net 



Deposits 



Capital 

Surplus, 


Number 
of banks 

Total 

assets* 

Cash and 
cash items 

Loans, 

net 

Total 

U.S. 

Treasury 

securities 

Fixed 

assets 

Total 

Demand 

Time 

and 

savings 

Capital 

stock 

notes and 
deben- 
tures 

undivided 
profits, and 
reserves 

1969 














Total 

4,669 

$310,263 

$54, 727 

$168, 005 

$70, 030 

$29, 589 

$5, 280 

$256, 426 

$141,092 

$115, 334 

$6, 228 

$1, 120 

$15,906 

Banks with deposits of — 














Less than $1.0 

21 

21 

5 

7 

6 

5 

1 

16 

12 

4 

2 

0 

3 

1.0 to 1.9 

120 

218 

37 

92 

77 

58 

2 

187 

116 

71 

6 

0 

20 

2.0 to 4.9 

758 

3, 059 

456 

1,416 

1,013 

635 

46 

2, 725 

1,382 

1,343 

70 

1 

218 

5.0 to 9.9 

1, 184 

9, 733 

1,325 

4,687 

3, 180 

1,643 

164 

8, 765 

4,207 

4,558 

203 

3 

591 

10.0 to 24.9 

1,403 

24, 387 

3, 283 

12,014 

7, 761 

3,612 

437 

21, 939 

10, 174 

11, 765 

488 

20 

1,357 

25.0 to 49.9 

584 

22, 560 

3, 126 

11,644 

6, 708 

2,880 

424 

20, 098 

9, 557 

10, 541 

463 

39 

1, 174 

50.0 to 99.9 

272 

20, 932 

3,065 

10,848 

6,056 

2, 594 

385 

18, 733 

9,066 

9,666 

444 

42 

1,065 

100.0 to 499.9 

253 

62, 076 

11,246 

32, 616 

14, 566 

6, 125 

1, 148 

52, 977 

29, 753 

23, 224 

1,296 

155 

3, 112 

Over 500.0 

74 

167, 277 

32, 185 

94,681 

30, 663 

12, 037 

2,673 

130, 982 

76, 823 

54, 160 

3, 256 

861 

8, 366 

1968 














Total 

4, 716 

296, 594 

50, 953 

154, 862 

76,871 

35, 300 

4,363 

257, 884 

134, 629 

123, 255 

5, 752 

1,256 

14,516 

Banks with deposits of — 














Less than $1.0 

23 

21 

5 

9 

7 

5 

0 

19 

15 

4 

1 

0 

2 

1.0 to 1.9 

160 

295 

51 

125 

111 

87 

4 

256 

154 

102 

9 

0 

26 

2.0 to 4.9 

841 

3, 376 

506 

1,560 

1,211 

791 

50 

3,018 

1, 578 

1,441 

81 

0 

240 

5.0 to 9.9 

1, 219 

1, 348 

9,931 

1,364 

4,681 

3,523 

2,011 

160 

8,976 

4,376 

4,601 

210 

2 

588 

10.0 to 24.9 

23,271 

3, 111 

11,300 

7,935 

4, 108 

393 

21, 063 

9,942 

11, 121 

473 

15 

1,250 

25.0 to 49.9 

543 

20, 680 

2, 806 

10, 237 

6,756 

3, 221 

360 

18, 686 

8,922 

9,764 

413 

33 

1,018 

50.0 to 99.9 

266 

20, 180 

2, 894 

10, 160 

6,338 

2, 966 

333 

18,208 

8,748 

9,460 

416 

40 

963 

100.0 to 499.9 

244 

57, 870 

10, 572 

29, 368 

15, 671 

7,322 

935 

51,621 

28, 353 

23, 268 

1, 175 

149 

2, 786 

Over 500.0 

72 

160, 970 

29, 645 

87,421 

35,319 

14, 787 

2, 128 

136, 036 

72, 542 

63, 495 

2, 975 

1,018 

7,642 


Note : Data may not add to totals because of rounding. 
♦After deduction of securities and loan reserves. 
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Table B-22 

Dates of reports of condition of National banks, 1914-69 


[For dates of previous calls see Annual Report for 1920, vol. 2, table No. 42, p. 150] 


Tear 

Jan. 

Feb. 

Mar, 

Apr. 

May 

June 

July 

Aug. 

Sept. 

Oct. 

jVof. 

Dec. 

1914 

13 


4 



30 



12 

1 31 


31 

1915 



4 


1 

23 



2 


10 

31 

1916 



7 


1 

30 



12 



17 

27 

1917 



5 


1 

20 



11 


20 

31 

1918 



4 


10 

29 


31 



1 

31 

1919 



4 


12 

30 



12 


17 

31 

1920 


28 



4 

30 



8 


15 

29 

1921 


21 


28 


30 



6 



31 

1922 



10 


5 

30 



15 



29 

1923 




3 


30 



14 



31 

1924 



31 



30 




10 


31 

1925 




6 


30 



28 



31 

1926 




12 


30 






31 

1927 


. 

23 



30 




10 


31 

1928 


28 




30 




3 


31 

1929 



27 



29 




4 


31 

1930 



27 



30 



24 



31 

1931 



25 



30 



29 



31 

1932 






30 



30 



31 

1933 






30 




25 



30 

1934 



5 


. . 

30 




17 


31 

1935 



4 



29 





1 

31 

1936 




4 



30 






31 

1937 



31 



30 






31 

1938 



7 



30 



28 



31 

1939 



29 



30 



2 


30 

1940 



26 



29 






31 

1941 



4 


30 



24 



31 

1942 



4 


30 





31 

1943 






30 




18 


31 

1944 




13 


30 





30 

1945 



20 



30 






31 

1946 






29 



30 



31 

1947 







30 



6 


31 

1948 




12 


30 






31 

1949 




11 


30 





i' 

31 

1950 




24 


30 




4 


30 

1951 




9 


30 




10 


31 

1952 



31 



30 



5 


31 

1953 

; 


20 


30 



30 



31 

1954 




15 


30 




7 


31 

1955 




11 


30 




5 


31 

1956 




10 


30 



26 



31 

1957 



14 



6 



11 


31 

1958 



4 



23 



24 



31 

1959 



12 



10 




6 


31 

1960 



15 



15 




3 


31 

1961 




12 


30 



27 



30 

1962 



26 



30 



28 



28 

1963 



18 



29 



30 



20 

1964 




15 


30 




1 


31 

1965 




26 


30 




13 


31 

1966 




5 


30 



20 



31 

1967 1 



25 


30 



4 


30 

1968 1 



18 


29 




30 


31 

1969 i 



30 


30 




21 


31 















See Notes on next page. 
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Notes 

Act of Feb; 25, 1863, provided for reports of condition on 
the 1st of each quarter before commenceraent of business. 

Act of June 3, 1864 — 1st Monday of January, April, July, 
and October, before commencement of business, on form pre- 
scribed by Comptroller (in addition to reports on 1st Tuesday 
of each month showing condition at commencement of busi- 
ness in respect to certain items; i.e., loans, specie, deposits, 
and circulation). 

Act of Mar. 3, 1869, not less than 5 reports per year, on 
form prescribed by Comptroller, at close of business on any 
past date by him specified. 

Act of Dec. 28, 1922, minimum number of calls reduced 
from 5 to 3 per year. 

Act of Feb. 25, 1927, authorized a vice president or an 
assistant cashier designated by the board of directors to verify 
reports of condition in absence of president and cashier. 

Act of June 16, 1933, requires each National bank to furnish 
and publish not less than 3 reports each year of affiliates 
other than member banks, as of dates identical with those 
for which the Comptroller shall during such year require 
reports of condition of the bank. The report of each affiliate 
shall contain such information as in the judgment of the 
Comptroller shall be necessary to disclose fully the relations 
between the affiliate and the bank and to enable the Comp- 
troller to inform himself as to the effect of such relations upon 
the affairs of the bank. 

Sec. 21(a) of the Banking Act of 1933 provided, in part, 
that after June 16, 1934, it would be unlawful for any private 
bank not under State supervision to continue the transaction 


of business unless it submitted to periodic examination by 
the Comptroller of the Currency or the Federal Reserve bank 
of the district, and made and published periodic reports of 
condition the same as required of National banks under 
sec. 5211, U.S.R.S. Sec. 21(a) of the Banking Act of 1933, 
however, was amended by sec. 303 of the Banking Act of 
1935, approved Aug. 23, 1935, under the provisions of which 
private banks are no longer required to submit to examina- 
tion by the Comptroller or Federal Reserve bank, nor are they 
required to make to the Comptroller and to publish periodic 
reports of condition. (Five calls for reports of condition of 
private banks were made by the Comptroller, the first one 
for June 30, 1934, and the last one for June 29, 1935.) 

Sec. 7(a)(3) of the Federal Deposit Insurtmce Act (Title 
12, U.S.C., sec. 1817(a)) of July 14, 1960, provides, in part 
that, effective Jan. 1, 1961, each insured National bank shall 
make to the Comptroller of the Currency 4 reports of condi- 
tion annually upon dates to be selected by the Comptroller, 
the Chairman of the Board of Governors of the Federal Re- 
serve System, and the Chairman of the Board of Directors of 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, or a majority 
thereof. Two dates shall be selected within the semiannual 
period of January to June, inclusive, and 2 within the semi- 
annual period of July to December, inclusive. Sec. 161 of 
Title 12 also provides that the Comptroller of the Currency 
may call for additional reports of condition, in such form and 
containing such information as he may prescribe, on dates to 
be fixed by him, and may call for special reports from any par- 
ticular association whenever in his judgment the same are 
necessary for use in the performance of his supervisory duties. 
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Table B-23 


Total and principal assets of National banks, by States, June 30, 1969 


[Dollar amounts in millions] 



Number 
of banks 

Total 

assets 

Cash 

assets* 

Securities (gross) 

\ 

Loans, 

gross 

Federal 

funds 

soldX 

Direct 

lease 

financing 

U.S. Gov- 
ernmentf 

State and 
tocal 

Other 

United States 

4,701 

$305, 906 

$52,283 

$34, 354 

$35, 640 

$1,436 

$166,832 

$4, 070 

$647 

Alabama 

89 

3, 242 

527 

483 

440 

8 

1,650 

49 

! 

Alaska 

5 

354 

49 

48 

55 

1 

184 

1 

— 

Arizona 

4 

2,435 

319 

183 

284 

6 

1,539 

22 

— 

Arkansas 

68 

1,479 

258 

201 

195 

3 

759 

16 

— 

California 

69 

42, 179 

6, 263 

3, 567 

4,537 

226 

24, 966 

507 

255 

Colorado 

119 

3, 211 

618 

340 

308 

8 

1, 775 

34 

4 

Connecticut 

29 

2,714 

487 

172 

345 

10 

1,592 

39 

1 

Delaware 

5 

32 

4 

9 

1 

— 

15 

2 

0 

District of Columbia 

11 

2, 122 

415 

414 

168 

9 

1,030 

33 

3 

Florida 

205 

8,631 

1, 595 

1,435 

1,220 

30 

3,874 

207 

3 

Georgia 

61 

4, 162 

735 

332 

409 

23 

2,409 

38 

11 

Hawaii 

1 

72 

9 

14 

11 

— 

37 

0 

0 

Idaho 

9 

929 

127 

101 

131 

1 

540 

3 

0 

Illinois 

418 

25, 147 

3,403 

3,689 

3, 067 

180 

13,551 

335 

71 

Indiana 

123 

6, 593 

1,219 

971 

651 

28 

3,369 

211 

7 

Iowa 

101 

2, 180 

437 

401 

233 

6 

1,044 

15 

1 

Kansas 

171 

2, 516 

380 

481 

332 

6 

1,230 

24 

1 

Kentucky 

80 

2,061 

335 

347 

261 

9 

1,027 

35 

1 

Louisiana 

49 

3,584 

644 

618 

433 

9 

1,712 

63 

2 

Maine 

21 

642 

92 

59 

111 

2 

354 

7 

— 

Maryland 

47 

2, 742 

535 

323 

286 

9 

1,420 

95 

3 

Massachusetts 

86 

8,470 

1,659 

663 

1,074 

39 

4,564 

114 

30 

Michigan 

98 

11,912 

1,830 

1, 556 

1, 199 

76 

6,852 

86 

14 

Minnesota 

198 

6,081 

964 

761 

764 

3 

3, 379 

34 

20 

Mississippi 

39 

1,481 

238 

197 

174 

4 

783 

39 

0 

Missouri 

98 

5, 173 

923 

691 

576 

19 

2, 740 

92 

21 

Montana 

48 

838 

111 

126 

115 

2 

458 

2 

— 

Nebraska 

126 

2,277 

424 

327 

246 

6 

1,204 

16 

1 

Nevada 

4 

763 

103 

95 

102 

1 

417 

14 

— 

New Hampshire 

52 

685 

109 

85 

73 

2 

386 

17 

0 

New Jersey 

145 

9,904 

1, 298 

1,277 

1, 703 

5! 

5,238 

112 

2 

New Mexico 

33 

932 

170 

143 

96 

2 

481 

14 

1 

New York 

173 

50, 006 

1 1, 674 

3,420 

4,522 

216 

26, 927 

569 

117 

North Carolina 

23 

4,650 

815 

403 

580 

10 

2, 680 

9 

6 

North Dakota 

42 

745 

91 

128 

90 

1 

414 

— 

0 

Ohio 

217 

12, 959 

1, 859 

1, 745 

1,851 

56 

6,948 

224 

15 

Oklahoma 

219 

4, 283 

768 

621 

537 

79 

2,084 

91 

7 

Oregon 

11 

3, 685 

474 

379 

450 

7 

2,218 

4 

5 

Pennsylvania 

322 

19,049 

2,460 

2, 215 

2,710 

125 

10, 630 

382 

21 

Rhode Island 

5 

1, 639 

134 

155 

232 

5 

1,064 

8 

0 

South Carolina 

20 

1, 385 

267 

185 

133 

3 

739 

17 

0 

South Dakota 

34 

844 

108 

147 

98 

2 

462 

2 

— 

Tennessee 

77 

4, 900 

930 

600 

531 

16 

2,629 

56 

1 


534 

18, 954 

3, 855 

2, 146 

2, 277 

84 

9, 714 

265 

6 

Utah 

12 

' 893 

155 

81 

98 

3 

519 

8 

3 

Vermont 

27 

441 

45 

50 

54 

4 

276 

3 

— 

Virginia 

105 

4,750 

677 

584 

606 

16 

2,699 

35 

1 

Washington 

27 

5,029 

738 

444 

569 

8 

3,017 

23 

3 

West Virginia 

80 

1. 359 

187 

312 

170 

5 

621 

21 

1 

Wisconsin 

120 

4, 139 

678 

527 

461 

17 

2,274 

66 

7 

Wyoming 

40 

544 

73 

95 

57 

2 

297 

3 

1 

Virgin Islands 

1 

106 

12 

9 

14 

— 

59 

8 

0 

District of Columbia — all§ . . . 

14 

3, 119 

602 

566 

276 

13 

1,550 

44 

3 


*Gash, balances with other banks, and cash items in process of collection. 

tincludes U.S. Treasury securities and obligations of other U.S. Government agencies and corporations. 

JAlso includes securities purchased under agreements to resell. 

§Includes National and non-National banks in the District of Columbia, till of which are supervised by the Comptroller of the 
Currency. 


Note: Data may not add to totals because of rounding. Dashes indicate amounts less than $500,000. 
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Table B-24 

Total and principal liabilities of Motional banks, by States, June 30, 1969 


[Dollar amounts in millions] 



Toted 

liabilities 

Deposits 

Federal 

funds 

purchased^ 

Reserves 
on loans 
and 

securities 

Total 

Demand, 

total 

Time and 
savings, 
total 

Demand, 

IPC* 

Time, 

IPC* 

United States 

$279, 888 

$251, 585 

$131,015 

$120, 570 

$97,217 

$107, 150 

$7, 763 

$3, 382 

Alabama 

2,944 

2,818 

1,527 

1, 291 

1, 178 

1,202 

23 

36 

Alaska 

324 

319 

175 

144 

138 

97 

0 

6 

Arizona 

2,262 

2, 187 

938 

1,249 

754 

1, 147 

5 

23 

Arkansas 

1,340 

1,285 

752 

533 

579 

503 

17 

13 

California 

39, 183 

35, 392 

14, 629 

20, 763 

1 1, 992 

17,430 

958 

432 

Colorado 

2,953 

2, 750 

1,477 

1,273 

1, 145 

1, 115 

72 

30 

Connecticut 

2,494 

2, 298 

1,256 

1,042 

1,087 

951 

41 

29 

Delaware 

29 

29 

13 

16 

13 

16 

0 

0 

District of Columbia 

1,944 

1,869 

1, 148 

721 

994 

694 

11 

18 

Florida 

7,963 

7,577 

4, 122 

3,456 

3, 076 

3, 105 

166 

65 

Georgia 

3, 771 

3, 455 

2,054 

1,401 

1,520 

1,272 

120 

47 

Hawaii 

67 

66 

24 

42 

18 

24 

0 

— 

Idaho 

859 

837 

386 

451 

299 

441 

2 

9 

Illinois 

22, 849 

19,915 

10,412 

9,503 

7,830 

8, 602 

651 

353 

Indiana 

6,061 

5, 623 

2,952 

2,671 

2,056 

2,584 

187 

69 

Iowa 

2,004 

1,911 

1,075 

836 

745 

807 

61 

21 

Kansas 

2,263 

2,216 

1,228 

988 

832 

851 

4 

20 

Kentucky 

1,873 

1,832 

1,018 

814 

834 

771 

5 

22 

Louisiana 

3, 236 

3, 104 

1,828 

1,276 

1,339 

1,090 

33 

36 

Maine 

581 

540 

269 

271 

238 

262 

10 

7 

Maryland 

2,515 

2, 352 

1,410 

942 

1,058 

907 

62 

23 

Massachusetts 

7,701 

6, 184 

4,225 

1,959 

3, 290 

1,728 

282 

103 

Michigan 

11,017 

10, 273 

4, 102 

6, 171 

3, 240 

5, 480 

215 

127 

Minnesota 

5,593 

5,067 

2,551 

2,516 

1,800 

2,377 

334 

62 

Mississippi 

1,344 

1,263 

776 

487 

503 

464 

48 

19 

Missouri 

4,676 

4,293 

2, 637 

1,656 

1,832 

1,512 

290 

49 

Montana 

775 

734 

315 

419 

247 

387 

7 

9 

Nebraska 

2,068 

1,982 

1, 132 

850 

811 

829 

57 

26 

Nevada 

702 

685 

327 

358 

261 

321 

0 

5 

New Hampshire 

615 

564 

335 

229 

286 

216 

3 

7 

New Jersey 

9,080 

8,637 

3,989 

4, 648 

3, 271 

4,474 

75 

109 

New Mexico 

852 

820 

453 

367 

343 

313 

6 

11 

New York 

45, 614 

36, 162 

23, 113 

13, 049 

13, 960 

10, 870 

1,993 

662 

North Carolina 

4,258 

3,791 

2,062 

1, 729 

1,590 

1,478 

147 

50 

North Dakota 

687 

663 

267 

396 

224 

378 

4 

9 

Ohio 

11,827 

11,099 

5,058 

6, 041 

3,943 

5, 576 

253 

138 

Oklahoma 

3, 866 

3,714 

2,065 

1,649 

1, 500 

1,430 

77 

37 

Oregon 

3,432 

3,212 

1,355 

1,857 

1, 132 

1,571 

75 

31 

Pennsylvania 

17, 171 

15, 940 

7,355 

8,585 

5, 966 

7, 878 

266 

200 

Rhode Island 

1,495 

1,326 

546 

780 

437 

751 

70 

16 

South Carolina 

1,264 

1, 186 

852 

334 

701 

314 

6 

15 

South Dakota. 

774 

745 

322 

423 

254 

390 

1 

13 

Tennessee 

4,459 

4,067 

2,225 

1,842 

1,510 

1,557 

126 

50 

Texas 

17,275 

15,919 

9,338 

6,581 

6,881 

5,466 

726 

189 

Utah 

819 

755 

316 

439 

248 

381 

24 

8 

Vermont 

403 

391 

141 

250 

125 

244 

— 

4 

Virginia 

4,356 

4, 103 

1,839 

2, 264 

1,500 

2, 148 

39 

50 

Washington 

4,627 

4,310 

2, 129 

2, 181 

1, 728 

2, 140 

128 

60 

West Virginia 

1,220 

1, 173 

581 

592 

450 

582 

16 

13 

Wisconsin 

3,809 

3, 573 

1,670 

1,903 

1,285 

1,732 

66 

47 

Wyoming 

493 

480 

222 

258 

161 

238 

1 

5 

Virgin Islands 

99 

97 

23 

74 

16 

53 

0 

— 

District of Columbia — all]! 

2,856 

2, 752 

1,651 

1, 101 

1,440 

1,053 

14 

25 


*IPC deposits are those of individuals, partnerships, and corporations. 
fAlso includes securities sold under agreements to repurchase. 

jincludes National and non-National banks in the District of Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of 
the Currency. 

Note : Data may not add to totals because of rounding. Dashes indicate amounts less than $500,000. 
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Table B-25 


Capital accounts of National banks, by States, June 30, 1969 
[Dollar amounts in millions] 



Total capital 
accounts 

Debentures 

Preferred 

slock 

Common 

stock 

Surplus 

Undivided 

profits 

Capital 

reserves 

United States. ...... ... 

$22, 635 

$1, 142 

$59 

$6,090 

$10, 287 

$4, 368 

$689 

Alabama 

262 

0 

0 

78 

111 

62 

11 

Alaska 

24 

— 

0 

8 

8 

7 

1 

Arizona 

150 

26 

0 

35 

58 

31 

— 

Arkansas 

126 

0 

0 

35 

49 

34 

3 

California 

2. 564 

188 

0 

679 

1, 177 

485 

35 

Colorado 

228 

4 

— 

65 

98 

59 

2 

Connecticut 

191 

10 

0 

49 

99 

32 

1 

Delaware 

3 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

— 

District of Columbia 

160 

1 

2 

39 

82 

35 

1 

Florida 

603 

31 

0 

207 

239 

109 

17 

Georgia 

344 

58 

0 

71 

121 

63 

31 

Hawaii 

5 

1 

0 

2 

1 

1 

0 

Idaho 

61 

0 

0 

19 

33 

9 

— 

Illinois 

1,945 

22 

— 

606 

864 

293 

160 

Indiana 

463 

8 

0 

116 

210 

122 

7 

Iowa 

155 

1 

0 

40 

66 

45 

3 

Kansas 

233 

7 

— 

66 

97 

60 

3 

Kentucky 

166 

0 

0 

36 

89 

37 

4 

Louisiana 

312 

8 

3 

69 

168 

63 

1 

Maine 

54 

0 

0 

20 

19 

14 

1 

Maryland 

204 

3 

0 

51 

93 

50 

7 

Massachusetts 

666 

22 

0 

156 

336 

122 

30 

Michigan 

768 

115 

4 

177 

329 

128 

15 

Minnesota 

426 

20 

0 

127 

158 

116 

5 

Mississippi 

118 

6 

0 

29 

75 

7 

1 

Missouri 

448 

26 

0 

113 

173 

129 

7 

Montana 

54 

1 

0 

21 

22 

10 

— 

Nebraska 

183 

3 

— 

46 

65 

65 

4 

Nevada 

56 

0 

0 

23 

20 

13 

— 

New Hampshire. 

63 


0 

13 

33 

15 

2 

New Jersey. .. ... ... 

715 

40 



192 

326 

142 

15 

New Mexico... 

69 

1 

0 

21 

21 

14 

12 

New York 

3,730 

290 

41 

974 

1,851 

413 

161 

North Carolina 

342 

50 

0 

71 

157 

61 

3 

North Dakota. . . .... .. . . . 

49 

1 

0 

16 

19 

12 

1 

Ohio „ 

994 

28 

0 

270 

480 

211 

5 

Oklahoma 

380 

21 

— 

106 

134 

114 

5 

Oregon 

222 

0 

0 

80 

83 

59 

— 

Pennsylvania 

1,678 

62 

7 

354 

856 

342 

57 

Rhode Island 

128 

— 

0 

29 

73 

26 


South Carolina 

106 

0 

0 

24 

51 

27 

4 

South Dakota 

57 

— 

0 

17 

23 

17 

— 

Tennessee 

391 

19 

0 

104 

171 

90 

7 

Texas 

1,490 

55 

1 

473 

596 

322 

43 

Utah 

66 

0 

0 

19 

36 

11 

0 

Vermont. .... 

34 

1 

1 

9 

12 

10 

1 

Virginia 

344 

2 

0 

108 

153 

79 

2 

Washington 

342 

0 

0 

111 

138 

87 

6 

West Virginia. 

126 

1 

0 

27 

64 

30 

4 

Wisconsin 

283 

4 

0 

86 

122 

63 

8 

Wyoming 

46 

1 

0 

6 

21 

17 

1 

Virgin Islands ... 

7 

0 

0 

— 

5 

2 

— 

District of Columbia — all*. ... 

238 

13 

2 

50 

113 

58 

2 


♦Includes National and non-National banks in the District of Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of the 
Currency. 

Note; Data may not add to totals because of rounding. Dashes indicate amounts less than $500,000. 


265 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stiouisfed.org/ 

Federai Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



Table B-26 

Total and principal assets of National banks, by States, Dec. 31, 1969 


[Dollar amounts in millions] 



Number 
of banks 

Total 

assets 

Cash 

assets* 

Securities (grorr)f 

LoanSi 

gross 

Federal 

funds 

soldi 

Direct 

lease 

financing 

U.S. 

Govern- 

ment 

obligations 

State 
and local 

Other 

United States 

4,669 

$314,048 

$54, 727 

$34, 229 

$34, 526 

$1,362 

$171,702 

$5,811 

$696 

Alabama 

88 

3,345 

588 

432 

431 

8 

1,686 

105 

— 

Alaska 

5 

419 

62 

71 

n 

1 

192 

4 

— 

Arizona 

4 

2,574 

323 

154 

251 

6 

1,675 

61 

2 

Arkansas 

68 

1,581 

313 

215 

200 

3 

767 

32 

— 

California 

68 

42, 479 

6, 523 

3, 731 

4,239 

193 

25,054 

575 

277 

Colorado 

120 

3, 342 

694 

337 

315 

8 

1, 790 

65 

4 

Connecticut 

27 

2,590 

412 

143 

329 

10 

1,548 

58 

1 

Delaware 

5 

33 

4 

9 

1 

0 

15 

3 

0 

District of Columbia 

11 

2, 104 

411 

360 

179 

9 

1,038 

44 

3 

Florida 

209 

9,033 

1,880 

1,335 

1, 187 

28 

4,082 

232 

5 


60 

4,332 

833 

290 

387 

24 

2,472 

109 

12 

Hawaii 

1 

74 

9 

16 

11 

0 

35 

1 

0 

Idaho 

8 

968 

129 

97 

150 

2 

563 

2 

0 

Illinois 

418 

25, 294 

3, 551 

3,517 

3,083 

144 

13, 778 

361 

69 

Indiana 

122 

7, 131 

1,520 

978 

640 

28 

3,457 

352 

12 

Iowa 

100 

2, 305 

530 

374 

229 

5 

1, 102 

17 

1 

Kansas 

172 

2, 700 

482 

480 

336 

6 

1,267 

59 

2 

Kentucky 

80 

2, 226 

382 

356 

255 

9 

1, 108 

68 

1 

Louisiana 

49 

3, 731 

703 

579 

426 

8 

1,806 

101 

2 

Maine 

21 

645 

106 

58 

88 

2 

360 

13 

— 

Maryland 

47 

2, 728 

470 

315 

280 

9 

1,459 

121 

3 

Massachusetts 

86 

8, 439 

1, 650 

715 

771 

32 

4,696 

178 

51 

Michigan 

98 

12, 344 

1,923 

1,534 

1,234 

67 

7, 099 

172 

14 

Minnesota 

197 

6,415 

1, 184 

772 

717 

16 

3, 476 

71 

19 

Mississippi 

38 

1,582 

268 

211 

181 

4 

832 

34 

— 

Missouri 

97 

5, 585 

1,265 

697 

558 

24 

2, 762 

130 

20 

Montana 

48 

882 

127 

140 

118 

3 

458 

12 

— 

Nebraska 

126 

2, 489 

538 

341 

252 

5 

1, 236 

54 

1 

Nevada 

4 

767 

97 

91 

92 

1 

443 

12 

— 

New Hampshire 

50 

716 

132 

82 

58 

2 

392 

35 

0 

New Jersey 

137 

10, 322 

1,358 

1, 282 

1,702 

52 

5, 551 

137 

2 

New Mexico 

33 

961 

162 

138 

107 

1 

508 

17 

1 

New York. 

173 

49, 941 

10,410 

3, 705 

4,252 

214 

28, 301 

436 

114 

North Carolina 

23 

4,800 

899 

426 

602 

21 

2, 669 

11 

6 

North Dakota 

42 

780 

98 

139 

99 

1 

417 

6 

0 

Ohio 

217 

13,518 

2,000 

1, 743 

1,813 

60 

7, 173 

434 

15 

Oklahoma 

218 

4,418 

842 

601 

550 

80 

2, 061 

176 

8 

Oregon 

11 

3, 729 

530 

329 

456 

7 

2,246 

5 

6 

Pennsylvania 

315 

19, 728 

2, 703 

2, 184 

2, 520 

111 

11,018 

605 

21 

Rhode Island 

5 

1,590 

157 

94 

224 

7 

1,058 

5 

0 

South Carolina 

20 

1,453 

287 

189 

141 

3 

771 

20 

0 

South Dakota 

33 

895 

121 

148 

113 

2 

484 

2 

0 

Tennessee 

77 

5, 126 

1,049 

565 

535 

16 

2,647 

172 

1 

Texas 

529 

19, 937 

4, 249 

2, 149 

2, 307 

70 

10, 051 

401 

6 

Utah 

10 

897 

156 

80 

95 

3 

528 

5 

3 

Vermont 

26 

462 

49 

50 

46 

4 

290 

14 

1 

Virginia 

103 

4, 981 

687 

576 

600 

14 

2,882 

74 

1 

Washington 

27 

5, 161 

773 

446 

581 

18 

3, 027 

53 

3 

West Virginia 

81 

1, 465 

199 

312 

181 

5 

666 

57 

1 

Wisconsin 

121 

4,327 

779 

528 

455 

14 

2,355 

72 

8 

Wyoming 

40 

584 

102 

102 

61 

2 

291 

9 

— 

Virgin Islands 

1 

120 

8 

13 

16 

0 

60 

19 

0 

District of Columbia — all§ ... 

14 

3,065 

565 

511 

288 

14 

1, 558 

49 

3 


♦Cash, balances with other banks, and cash items in process of collection, 
flncludes investment securities and securities held in trading accounts. 

JAlso includes securities purchased under agreements to resell. 

§Includes National and non-National banks in the District of Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of the 
Currency. 

Note : Data may not add to totals because of rounding. Dashes indicate amounts of less than $500,000. 
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Table B-27 

Total and principal liabilities of National banks, by States, Dec. 31, 1969 
[Dollar amounts in millions] 



Deposits j 

Total 

liabilities 

Total 

deposits 

Demand 

deposits, 

total 

Time and 
savings de- 
posits, total 

Demand 

deposits 

IPC* 

Time 

deposits 

IPC 

Federal 

funds 

purchased] 

$287, 009 

$256, 426 

$141,092 

$115,334 

$105, 961 

$103, 238 

$9, 947 


Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

District of Columbia. 
Florida 


Georgia 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky . . . 
Louisiana . . . 
Maine 


Maryland 

Massachusetts . . . 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire . 

New Jersey 

New Mexico. . . . 

New York 

North Carolina. . 
North Dakota . . , 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania . . . . 
Rhode Island. . . . 


South Carolina . 
South Dakota . . 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington . . . . 
West Virginia . . 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

Virgin Islands . . 


3, 037 
387 

2, 393 

1.437 ' 
39. 315 

3, 073 

2, 366 

30 

1, 920 
8, 320 

3,934 
68 
895 
22, 932 

6, 578 

2, 118 

2.437 
2,030 

3, 373 
' 582 

2,498 

7, 645 
11,407 

5, 908 
1,440 
5, 070 
814 

2, 272 
703 
642 

9,453 
877 
45, 391 

4, 385 
720 

12, 326 

3, 986 

3, 466 
17,806 

1,443 

1,327 
823 
4,671 
18, 225 i 
823 
424 

4, 554 
4, 739 
1, 321 
3, 983 

530 

112 


District of Columbia — allj. 


2,904 
,381 
2,284 
1,400 
34, 359 
2, 846 

2, 199 

30 
1,845 
7, 950 

3, 415 

66 
874 
20, 144 
6, 093 
2,042 
2,355 
1,974 
3,211 
556 

2, 329 

6,202 

10,310 
5, 308 
1,354 
4,627 
773 
2, 168 
680 
596 

9,060 
845 
36, 226 
3,978 
696 
1 1, 443 

3, 796 

3. 157 
16, 125 

1.259 

1, 257 
796 

4, 361 
16,688 

771 
412 
4,276 
4, 385 

1.260 
3, 733 

516 

107 


1,654 
187 
1,020 
833 
15, 244 
1,661 
1,260 
14 

1, 162 
4, 584 

2, 125 
25 
430 
11, 137 
3,428 
1, 191 
1,388 
1, 151 
1,965 
289 


4,383 
468 
23, 814 
2, 308 
295 
5,555 
2,304 
1, 359 
7,910 
561 

920 
354 
2,522 
10, 366 
375 
158 
2,010 
2,203 
632 
1,887 
258 
22 


1,250 
194 
1,264 
567 
19, 115 
1, 185 
939 
16 
683 
3,366 


4,677 
377 
12,412 
1,670 
401 
5,888 
1,492 
1, 798 
8,215 
698 


1,233 
149 
836 
640 
12, 780 
1, 305 
1, 117 
13 
988 
3,262 


3,524 
364 
15, 577 
1,816 
250 
4, 350 
1, 708 
1, 163 
6, 588 
480 

753 
289 
1, 709 
7,458 
288 
133 
1,631 
1,872 
488 
1,442 
185 
16 


1, 177 
104 
1, 143 
535 
16, 297 
1,061 
914 
16 
654 
3,074 


4,534 
314 
10, 030 
1,449 
385 
5,561 
1,311 
1, 520 
7,652 
691 


Reserves 
on loans 
and 

securities 


$3, 785 


*IPC deposits are those of individuals, partnerships, and corporations. 
fAlso includes securities sold under agreements to repurchase. 

{Includes National and non-National banks in the District of Columbia, all of which are supervised by tlie Comptroller of the 
Currency. 

Note: Data may not add to totals because of rounding. Dashes indicate amounts less than $500,000. 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stiouisfed.org/ 

Federai Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



Table B-28 

Capital accounts of National banks, by States, Dec. 31, 1969 


[Dollar amounts in millions] 



Toted 

capital 

accounts 

Debentures 

Preferred 

stock 

Common 

stock 

Surplus 

Undivided 

profits 

Capital 

reserves 

United States 

$23, 254 

$1, 120 

$62 

$6, 166 

$10,488 

$4, 707 

$711 

Alabama 

270 

0 

0 

79 

113 

67 

11 

Alaska 

26 

— 

0 

9 

10 

5 

2 

Arizona 

155 

26 

0 

35 

58 

36 

0 

Arkansas ..... . . . .. 

130 

5 

0 

35 

52 

34 

4 

California 

2,647 

188 

0 

683 

1, 208 

527 

41 

Colorado 

236 

5 

— 

66 

101 

63 

1 

Connecticut 

192 

10 

0 

49 

99 

34 

— 

Delaware 

3 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

— 

District of Columbia 

164 

1 

2 

39 

81 

40 

1 

Florida 

640 

31 

0 

216 

262 

113 

18 

Georgia 

347 

56 

0 

71 

124 

67 

29 

Hawaii 

6 

2 

0 

2 

1 

1 

0 

Idaho 

63 

0 

0 

19 

33 

11 

— 

Illinois 

1, 990 

22 

— 

609 

881 

312 

166 

Indiana 

483 

6 

0 

118 

217 

134 

7 

Iowa 

164 

1 

0 

40 

67 

52 

4 

Kansas 

243 

7 

— 

67 

98 

67 

4 

Kentucky 

172 

0 

0 

36 

91 

41 

4 

Louisiana 

319 

7 

3 

72 

171 

65 

1 

Maine 

56 

0 

0 

20 

20 

15 

1 

Maryland 

202 

3 

0 

51 

94 

46 

8 

Massachusetts 

684 

22 

0 

156 

340 

136 

29 

Michigan 

790 

115 

4 

181 

329 

145 

16 

Minnesota 

443 

21 

0 

128 

160 

129 

5 

Mississippi 

122 

6 

0 

31 

83 

1 

1 

Missouri 

462 

27 

3 

115 

174 

136 

7 

Montana 

57 

1 

0 

21 

22 

13 


Nebraska 

190 

4 


46 

65 

71 

4 

Nevada 

58 

0 

0 

22 

20 

15 

— 

New Hampshire 

66 

— 

0 

14 

35 

15 

2 

New Jersey 

750 

39 



202 

336 

158 

15 

New Mexico 

73 

1 

0 

20 

21 

16 

14 

New York - — - 

3,779 

283 

41 

982 

1, 863 

451 

159 

North Carolina 

356 

50 

0 

73 

159 

70 

4 

North Dakota 

51 

1 

0 

16 

19 

13 

2 

Ohio 

1,046 

28 

0 

276 

502 

235 

5 

Oklahoma 

393 

21 

— 

108 

136 

123 

5 

Oregon 

224 

0 

0 

80 

83 

61 

— 

Pennsylvania 

1,694 

62 

7 

352 

862 

355 

56 

Rhode Island 

131 

— 

0 

29 

72 

30 

— 

South Carolina 

109 

0 

0 

25 

54 

27 

3 

South Dakota 

59 

— 

0 

17 

23 

18 

— 

Tennessee 

402 

19 

0 

104 

172 

98 

9 

Texas 

1, 495 

36 

1 

477 

604 

328 

49 

Utah 

66 

0 

0 

19 

35 

12 

0 

Vermont 

34 

1 

1 

9 

12 

11 

1 

Virginia 

373 

2 

0 

113 

167 

89 

2 

Washington 

363 

0 

0 

112 

140 

101 

10 

West Virginia 

130 

1 

0 

28 

66 

31 

4 

Wisconsin 

293 

4 

0 

87 

123 

71 

8 

Wyoming 

49 

2 

0 

6 

24 

16 

1 

Virgin Islands 

7 

0 

0 

— 

4 

2 

— 

District of Columbia — all* .... 

246 

13 

2 

50 

113 

66 

2 


♦Includes National and non-National banks in the District of Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of the 
Currency. 

Note: Data may not add to totals because of rounding. Dashes indicate amounts less than $500,000. 


268 

Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stiouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



Table B-29 

Loans of National banks, by States, Dec. 31, 1969 

[Dollar amounts in millions] 



Loans 

Loans 
secured 
by reed 
estate 

Loans to 
financial 
insti- 
tutions 

Loans to 
purchase 
or carry 
securities 

Loans 

to 

farmers 

Commercial 

and 

industrial 

loans 

Personal 
loans to 
individ- 
uals 

Other 

loans 

United States 

$171, 702 

$40, 575 

$10,607 

$4, 769 

$5, 143 

$68,221 

$37, 586 

$4, 801 

Alabama 

1,686 

288 

67 

22 

36 

582 

622 

70 

Alaska^ 

192 

83 

— 

5 

— 

62 

41 

— 

Arizona 

1, 676 

474 

89 

8 

194 

467 

424 

20 

Arkansas 

767 

197 

21 

18 

51 

228 

243 

9 

California 

25, 054 

7,539 

1,310 

401 

730 

9,907 

4,607 

560 

Colorado 

1, 790 

355 

121 

25 

218 

524 

495 

52 

Connecticut 

1,549 

546 

20 

33 

2 

432 

427 

89 

Delaware 

15 

8 

0 

0 

— 

3 

4 

— 

District of Columbia 

1,038 

347 

117 

14 

— 

259 

264 

37 

Florida 

4,082 

920 

201 

112 

54 

1,423 

1,297 

75 

Georgia 

2,472 

399 

156 

27 

21 

879 

938 

52 

Hawaii 

35 

14 

— 

2 

— 

13 

6 

— 

Idaho 

563 

159 

7 

5 

88 

131 

169 

4 

Illinois 

13, 778 

2,503 

1, 272 

643 

338 

6,501 

2, 144 

375 

Indiana 

3, 457 

1, 129 

180 

55 

75 

980 

950 

88 

Iowa 

1, 102 

299 

35 

20 

231 

241 

262 

14 

Kansas 

1, 267 

196 

49 

28 

287 

375 

323 

9 

Kentucky 

1, 108 

301 

57 

14 

63 

289 

368 

16 

Louisiana 

1,806 

319 

113 

48 

25 

772 

486 

43 

Maine 

360 

128 

4 

2 

8 

106 

106 

6 

Maryland 

1. 459 

426 

83 

34 

18 

445 

415 

38 

Massachusetts 

4. 696 

682 

273 

42 

3 

2, 605 

914 

177 

Michigan 

7, 099 

2,851 

486 

149 

47 

1, 919 

1,415 

232 

Minnesota 

3, 476 

958 

220 

79 

175 

1, 193 

779 

72 

Mississippi 

832 

170 

23 

22 

32 

258 

286 

41 

Missouri 

2, 762 

509 

233 

8! 

113 

1, 154 

638 

34 

Montana 

458 

122 

3 

2 

90 

106 

131 

3 

Nebraska 

1, 236 

158 

31 

36 

396 

325 

273 

17 

Nevada 

443 

1,56 

9 

4 

10 

127 

134 

3 

New Hampshire 

392 

! 

105 

3 

2 

5 

119 

150 

8 

New Jersey 

5, 552 

2, 198 

200 

85 

11 

1,428 

1, 456 

174 

New Mexico 

508 

83 

12 

7 

51 

168 

166 

21 

New York 

28, 301 

4,222 

2,690 

1,578 

82 

15,415 

3, 420 

894 

North Carolina 

2, 669 

318 

83 

48 

31 

1, 232 

877 

80 

North Dakota 

417 

139 

3 

3 

73 

106 

88 

5 

Ohio 

7, 173 

2, 051 

327 

113 

82 

2, 063 

2, 276 

261 

Oklahoma 

2, 061 

367 

90 

17 

191 

752 

555 

89 

Oregon 

2, 246 

567 

116 

17 

112 

972 

441 

21 

Pennsylvania 

11,018 

2,991 

587 

126 

132 

4, 328 

2, 429 

425 

Rhode Island 

1, 058 

443 

46 

4 

— 

318 

203 

44 

South Carolina 

771 

111 

35 

8 

14 

268 

300 

35 

South Dakota 

484 

120 

6 

6 

146 

105 

96 

5 

Tennessee 

2, 647 

419 

170 

60 

45 

1,032 

869 

52 

Texas 

10. 051 

1, 151 

630 

642 

500 

4,498 

2, 335 

295 

Utah 

528 

188 

19 

13 

23 

156 

118 

11 

Vermont 

290 

135 

— 

4 

8 

58 

78 

7 

Virginia 

2,882 

865 

104 

38 

60 

741 

987 

87 

Washington 

3,027 

727 

200 

36 

152 

1, 165 

697 

50 

W est Virginia 

666 

225 

15 

5 

8 

152 

251 

10 

Wisconsin 

2, 355 

812 

85 

25 

57 

734 

551 

91 

W yoming 

29! 

6*7 

2 

4 

53 

90 

73 

2 

Virgin Islands 

60 

34 

0 

0 

0 

16 

10 

— 

District of Columbia — all* 

1, 557 1 

510 j 

186 

24 

— 

357 

430 

50 


♦Includes National and non-National banks in the District of Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of the 
Currency. 

Note: Data may not add to totals because of rounding. Dashes indicate amounts of less than $500,000. 
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Table B-30 

Income and expenses of National banks* by States, year ended Dec. 31, 1969 
[Dollar amounts in thousands] 



United States 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 


4,669 

88 

5 

4 

68 

68 

120 

27 

5 











Operating income: 








i 

1 


Interest and fees on loans 

$12,492,556 

$127, 777 

$15, 745 

$127,006 

$56,416 

$1,924,777 

$140, 656 

$117,476 

$1,060 

Income on Federal funds sold and securities pur- 










chased under agreements to resell 

473, 181 

5,653 

644 

1,560 

2, 308 

76, 196 

3, 884 

3, 605 

164 

Interest and dividends on investments: 










U.S. Treasury securides 

1, 524, 702 

20, 896 

2, 297 

9, 113 

8, 794 

148, 456 

17, 165 

7, 637 

428 

Securides of other U.S. Government agencies and 










corporations 

264, 166 

3,445 

681 

1,582 

2, 187 

29, 399 

2, 021 

2, 431 

77 

Obligadons of States and political subdivisions . . 

1, 302, 223 

16,468 

2,559 

10, 306 

7,403 

158, 056 

12,111 

12,711 

29 

Other securities 

81,591 

460 

96 

343 

336 

13, 306 

450 

479 

8 

Trust department income 

562, 368 

4,753 

181 

3, 877 

I, 137 

72, 135 

11, 150 

9, 676 

0 

Service charges on deposit accounts 

659, 101 

10, 634 

2, 114 

8,776 

4,484 

124,344 

1 1, 802 

7,717 

86 

Other service charges, collection and exchange 










charges, commissions, and fees 

426, 787 

3,943 

1,337 

4, 122 

1,242 

88, 333 

8, 480 

4, 133 

38 

Other operating income 

434,527 

2, 788 

474 

1,961 

1,021 

60, 255 

2,921 

1,893 

31 

Total operating income 

18,221,202 

196,817 

26, 128 

168, 646 

85, 328 

2, 695, 257 

210,640 

167, 758 

1,921 

Operating expense: 










Salaries and wages of officers and employees 

3, 402, 598 

41,785 

7,074 

38, 819 

18, 663 

535,218 

44, 747 

40, 426 

448 

Pensions and other employee benefits 

529, 968 

5,977 

783 

5,536 

2, 353 

79, 262 

5, 895 

6, 905 

44 

Interest on deposits 

6,036,219 

55, 526 

7, 256 

57, 501 

22, 880 

1, 044, 365 

57, 122 

43, 574 

577 

Expense of Federal funds purchased and securities 










sold under agreements to repurchase 

777, 062 

1,965 

10 

3,583 

1,290 

106, 701 

6, 250 

2, 664 

2 

Interest on borrowed money 

255, 791 

621 

22 

5 

757 

30, 605 

2,433 

1,400 

0 

Interest on capital notes and debentures 

56, 282 

0 

10 

1,052 

251 

8, 787 

253 

475 

0 

Occupancy expense of bank premises, net 

618, 849 

5,855 

1, 124 

6,534 

3, 763 

105, 444 

7, 137 

8, 297 

78 

Furniture and equipment, depreciation, rental costs. 










servicing, etc 

467, 453 

6,411 

1,041 

4,201 

3,590 

56, 231 

7, 473 

5, 113 

69 

Provision for loan losses (or actual net loan losses) . . . 

296,201 

6,813 

710 

2, 592 

1,938 

49, 826 

4,070 

2, 456 

4 

Other operating expenses 

1, 865, 576 

24, 695 

3,055 

18,836 

10, 952 

206, 877 

31, 127 

20, 097 

253 

Total operating expense 

14, 305, 999 

149, 648 

21,085 

138, 659 

66, 437 

2, 223, 316 

166, 507 

131,407 

1,475 

Income before income taxes and securities gains or losses. . 

3, 915, 203 

47, 169 

5,043 

29, 987 

18,891 

471,941 

44, 133 

36,351 

446 

Applieable income taxes 

1, 259, 146 

15, 548 

965 

9, 926 

5, 328 

151,520 

16, 354 

13, 760 

143 

Income before securities gains or losses 

2, 656, 057 

31,621 

4,078 

20,061 

13, 563 

320,421 

27, 779 

22,591 

303 

Net securities gains or losses (after tax effect) 

-125,716 

-167 

— 195 

+29 

-180 

-7,475 

— 1, 163 

-702 

-8 

Net income before extraordinary items 

2, 530, 341 

31,454 

3,883 

20, 090 

13, 383 

312, 946 

26, 616 

21,889 

295 

Extraordinary charges or credits 

-f3,974 

-[-238 

— 129 

-f 35 

-280 

- 1, 520 

-139 

-28 

0 

Minority interest in consolidated subsidiaries 

-36 

0 

0 

0 

-17 

— 10 

0 

0 

0 

Net income 

2, 534, 279 

31,692 

3,754 

20, 125 

13, 086 

311,416 

26, 477 

21,861 

295 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stiouisfed.org/ 

Federai Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



Changes in capital accounts : 

Increases; 

Net income transferred to undivided profits 

2, 534, 279 

31,692 

1 . 

3, 754 

20, 125 

13,086 

311,416 

26, 477 

21,861 

295 

Capital stock, notes and debentures sold or 
issued, including premium received 

290,517 

1, 102 

100 

59 

1, 336 

8. 553 

2, 896 

1, 912 

0 

Addition to surplus, undivided profits and 










reserves incident to mergers and consolidations . 

252, 116 

360 

100 

0 

0 

3, 640 

188 

1,098 

0 

Transfers from reserves on loans and securities . . . 

69, 392 

95 

0 

0 

331 

13, 287 

21 

39 

0 

All other increases 

163,009 

7,369 

165 

546 

1, 739 

16,801 

3, 784 

526 

21 

Total increases 

775, 034 

8,926 

365 

605 

3, 406 

42,281 

6, 889 

3,575 

21 

Decreases: 



1 







Cash dividends declared; 










On common stock 

1, 063, 666 

11, 724 

798 

7, 306 

4, 037 

145, 730 

10, 990 

9, 943 

70 

On preferred stock 

4, 429 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Capital stock, notes and debentures retired. 

j 









including premium paid 

203, 782 

0 

20 

14 

62 

26, 531 

0 

0 

0 

Reduction in surplus, undivided profits and 










reserves incident to mergers and consolidations . 

13, 341 

0 

0 

0 

28 

56 

0 

0 

0 

Transfers to reserves on loans and securities 

293, 103 

1,536 

0 

3, 181 
182 

1, 312 

52, 119 
11,029 

2, 756 

2, 300 

10 

All other decreases 

129,400 

7, 022 

153 

1,689 

2, 609 

228 

74 

Total decreases 

1,707, 721 

20,282 

971 

10, 683 

7, 129 

235, 465 

16,355 

12, 471 

154 

Net change in capital accounts 

1, 601, 592 

20, 336 

3, 148 

10, 047 

9, 363 

118, 232 

17,011 

12, 965 

162 

Capital accounts t 

22,510,611 

260, 293 

23,847 

149, 762 

125, 398 

2, 578, 567 

227, 880 

187, 208 

2, 687 

Ratios : 










Net income before dividends to capital accounts 










(percent) 

11. 26 

12. 18 

15. 74 

13.44 

10.44 

12.08 

11.62 

11.68 

11.98 

Total operating expense to total operating rev- 










enue (percent) 

78.51 

76. 03 

80. 70 

82. 22 

77. 86 

82. 49 

79.05 

78.33 

76. 78 


See footnotes at end of table; 
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Table B-30 — Continued 

Income and expenses of National banks* by States, year ended Dec. 31, 1969 
[Dollar amounts in thousands] 



District of 
Columbia 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Number of banks 

11 

209 

60 

1 

8 

418 

122 

100 

172 

Operating income: 

Interest and fees on loans 

$80, 254 

$300, 763 

$212,517 

$3, 275 

$41, 589 

$980, 225 

$248, 240 

$74, 343 

$90, 675 

Income on Federal funds sold and securities pur- 
chased under agreements to resell 

3, 266 

21, 666 

5, 914 

77 

1, 109 

32, 765 

14, 420 

2,563 

4,025 

Interest and dividends on investments: 

U.S. Treasury securities 

19, 126 

53, 683 

15, 343 

813 

5,415 

148, 587 

44, 971 

15,676 

21, 299 

Securities of other U.S. Government agencies 
and corporations 

2,750 

24,621 

2, 544 

2 

29 

30, 927 

8,341 

3, 868 

4, 787 

Obligations of States and political subdivisions. . 

6,224 

45, 962 

16, 731 

374 

5,410 

1 14, 696 

24,409 

8, 170 

12, 293 

Other securities 

504 

1,481 

1, 557 

5 

145 

8,406 

1,048 

300 

304 

Trust department income 

4, 170 

15, 110 

8,098 
15, 584 

0 

437 

57, 172 

11,066 

3, 023 

2, 548 

Service charges on deposit accounts 

5,833 

22, 950 

57 

3,467 

29, 184 

13, 999 

4, 707 

6, 550 

Other service charges, collection and exchange 
charges, commissions, and fees 

1,689 

14, 962 

5,342 

179 

2,315 

22, 384 

11,316 

3, 267 

4, 303 

Other operating income 

1,575 

13,510 

11,942 

24 

270 

43, 148 

4, 708 

2, 700 

1,847 

Total operating income 

125,391 

514, 708 

295, 572 

4,806 

60, 186 

1, 467, 494 

382, 518 

118,617 

148,631 

Operating expense: 

Salaries and wages of officers and employees 

26, 535 

98, 868 

64, 061 

1,038 

12, 927 

225, 541 

73, 140 

24, 102 

29, 052 

Pensions and other employee benefits 

2,824 

13, 341 

10, 773 

116 

1, 725 

37, 870 

10,615 

3, 137 

3, 684 

Interest on deposits 

31, 123 

153, 255 

64, 476 

2, 040 

19, 170 

557,917 

116,420 

37, 203 

44,346 

Expense of Federal funds purchased and securities 
sold under agreements to repurchase 

1, 136 

15, 706 

16, 886 

17 

100 

79, 358 

16, 190 

1, 937 

1, 393 
462 

Interest on borrowed money 

1,853 

1,343 

14, 033 

0 

29 

29, 544 

1, 269 

476 

Interest on capital notes and debentures 

57 

1,618 

2,234 

75 

0 

1,240 

343 

84 

466 

Occupancy expense of bank premises, net 

Furniture and equipment, depreciation, rental 
costs, servicing, etc 

4,641 

14, 143 

12, 350 

263 

1, 333 

40, 083 

13, 054 

4,049 

4,072 

3, 398 

17, 128 

9,801 

116 

1,670 

30, 289 

11,838 

5,925 

4,549 

Provision for loan losses (or actual net loan losses). . . 

3,497 

14,211 

4,935 

207 

858 

21, 361 

8,016 

1, 388 

3,617 

Other operating expenses 

15, 050 

69, 140 

40,379 

540 

6,662 

131,776 

45, 808 

14, 819 

16, 868 

Total operating expense 

90, 114 

398, 753 

239, 928 

4,412 

44, 474 

1, 154, 979 

296, 693 

93, 120 

108, 509 

Income before income taxes and securities gains or losses . 

35, 277 

115,955 

55,644 

394 

15, 712 

312,515 

85, 825 

25, 497 

40, 122 

Applicable income taxes 

15, 736 

32,906 

18, 031 

34 

5,623 

93, 297 

28, 745 

8,273 

12, 348 

Income before securities gains or losses 

19,541 

83, 049 

37, 613 

360 

10, 089 

219,218 

57, 080 

17, 224 

27, 774 

Net securities gains or losses (after tax effect) 

—246 

—3, 419 

—4, 917 

+ 3 

—1, 624 

—7, 559 

—1, 307 

+ 160 

—385 

Net income before extraordinary items 

19, 295 

79, 630 

32, 696 

363 

8,465 

211,659 

55, 773 

17, 384 

27, 389 

Extraordinary charges or credits 

+262 

+501 

—1, 585 

0 

—9 

+ 1, 387 

—31 

+ 160 

—58 

Minority interest in consolidated subsidiaries 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

—27 

0 

0 

0 

Net income 

19,557 

80, 131 

31, 111 

363 

8,456 

213,019 

55, 742 

17,544 

27, 331 
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Changes in capital accounts; 

Increases: 

Net income transferred to undivided profits 

19, 557 

80, 131 

31, 111 

363 

8,456 

213,019 

55, 742 

17,544 

27, 331 

Capital stock, notes and debentures sold or 
issued, including premium received 

26 

2.5, 367 

7,704 

0 

0 

10, 503 

11, 718 

1,234 

352 

Addition to surplus, undivided profits and re- 
serves incident to mergers and consolidations. 

25 

2,494 

2, 171 

0 

0 

570 

330 

87 

34 

Transfers from reserves on loans and securities. . . 

194 

244 

314 

0 

0 

2, 519 

4,997 

74 

121 

All other increases 

562 

5,014 

1,308 

0 

35 

8, 554 

3, 995 

3, 756 

3,977 

Total increases 

807 

33,119 

1 1, 497 

0 

35 

22, 146 

21,040 

5, 151 

4,484 

Decreases : 

Cash dividends declared: 

On common stock 

7, 975 

23, 159 

15,052 

160 

3, 133 

87, 388 

19, 816 

6,074 

9,009 

On preferred stock 

632 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

0 

0 

18 

Capital stock, notes and debentures retired, 
including premium paid 

0 

280 

3,586 

0 

0 

38 

5,847 

0 

0 

Reduction in surplus, undivided profits and re- 
serves incident to mergers and consolidations . . 

0 

1,000 

45 

0 

0 

4 

172 

11 

0 

Transfers to reserves on loans and securities 

1,212 

7, 190 

5, 206 

0 

355 

17, 625 

3, 732 

1, 724 

2, 063 

All other decreases 

430 

4,082 

1, 331 

0 

57 

7, 520 

4,257 

1, 759 

2,297 

Total decreases 

10, 249 

35,711 

25, 220 

160 

3, 545 

112, 580 

33, 824 

9,568 

13, 387 

Net change in capital accounts 

10, 115 

77,539 

17, 388 

203 

4,946 

122, 585 

42, 958 

13, 127 

18, 428 

Capital accounts! 

159, 226 

601,663 

340, 206 

4,996 

60, 632 

1,931,555 

461, 696 

156,558 

232, 944 

Ratios; 

Net income before dividends to capital accounts 
(percent) 

12. 28 

i 

13.31 

9. 14 

7. 27 

13. 95 

11.03 

12. 07 

11.21 

11.73 

Total operating expense to total operating revenue 
(percent) 

71. 87 

77.47 

81. 17 

91. 80 

73. 89 

78. 70 

1 

i 77. 56 

! 

78.50 

73.01 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table B-30 — Continued 


ISJ 


Income and expenses of National banks,* by States, year ended Dec. 31, 1969 
[Dollar amounts in thousands] 



Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachu- 

setts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Number of banks 

80 

49 

21 

47 

86 

98 

197 

38 

97 

Operating income: 

Interest and fees on loans 

$76,621 

$129, 227 

$27, 364 

$107,469 

$372, 731 

$495, 133 

$248, 019 

$61, 649 

$195, 918 

Income on Federal funds sold and securities purchased 
under agreements to resell 

3,935 

5,952 

1, 351 

6,839 

15, 112 

15, 272 

4,751 

2,549 

8,915 

Interest and dividends on investments: 

U.S. Treasury securities 

17, 181 

28, 476 

3,073 

16, 353 

36, 151 

68, 795 

30, 052 

9,261 

31, 853 

Securities of other U.S. Government agencies 
and corporations 

1, 833 

2,951 

235 

1,867 

3, 160 

8,604 

7,492 

906 

5,021 

Obligations of States and political subdivisions. . 

9,885 

16, 915 

4,066 

10, 833 

31,855 

44,521 

25, 298 

6,546 

20, 572 

Other securities 

317 

625 

114 

451 

1,680 

4,020 

769 

191 

1, 197 

Trust department income 

1,825 

2, 149 

1, 702 

3,335 

20, 464 

18,051 

13, 279 

1, 181 

12, 888 

Service chau-ges on deposit accounts 

4,565 

9,087 

1,876 

7, 963 

17,806 

20, 782 

11, 786 

5,627 

5, 934 

Other service chairges, collection and exchange 
charges, conamissions, and fees 

1,794 

6,044 

962 

2,097 

14, 349 

10, 626 

11,729 

3,604 

6, 493 

Other operating income 

1,409 

3,325 

444 

1,869 

22, 205 

10, 651 

10, 564 

2,824 

9, 790 

Total operating income 

119,365 

204,751 

41, 187 

159, 076 

535, 513 

696, 455 

363, 739 

94, 338 

298, 581 

Operating expense: 

Salaries and wages of oflicers and employees 

24, 375 

38, 615 

9,391 

33, 376 

109, 152 

120, 257 

60, 761 

18, 085 

53, 723 

Pensions and other employee benefits 

3,390 

5,628 

1,473 

4,948 

17, 961 

19, 981 

9,793 

2,646 

7,368 

Interest on deposits 

34, 687 

56, 033 

10, 827 

35, 122 

91, 743 

278, 196 

116,321 

21,371 

74, 609 

Expense of Federal funds purchased and securities 
sold under agreements to repurchase 

906 

4,888 

688 

6,030 

31,016 

27, 748 

22, 947 

4,853 

29, 154 

Interest on borrowed money 

186 

2,038 

146 

1,001 

65, 985 

8,611 

8,665 

334 

1,528 

Interest on capital notes and debentures 

0 

308 

0 

168 

911 

5, 608 

996 

299 

1,224 

Oecupancy expense of bank premises, net 

Furniture and equipment, depreciation, rental costs, 
servicing, etc 

4,080 

8,049 

1, 765 

7,398 

20, 822 

24, 665 

9,965 

2,594 

8,513 

3,676 

6,853 

1,640 

5,352 

13, 369 

16, 588 

12,684 

3,501 

8, 390 

Provision for loan losses (or actual net loan losses). . . 

2,793 

5, 482 

589 

2, 167 

9,649 

6, 258 

3,910 

3, 112 

3, 653 

Other operating expenses 

14, 971 

26, 606 

5,843 

21, 104 

49, 782 

60, 480 

38, 684 

14, 653 

30, 743 

Total operating expense 

89, 064 

154, 500 

32, 362 

116,666 

410, 390 

568, 392 

284, 726 

71,448 

218,905 

Income before income taxes and securities gains or losses . . 

30,301 

50, 251 

8,825 

42,410 

125, 123 

128, 063 

79,013 

22, 890 

79, 676 

Applicable income taxes 

9,604 

17,216 

2, 133 

15,902 

49, 134 

41, 634 

28, 084 

7,576 

29, 861 

Income before securities gains or losses 

20, 697 

33, 035 

6,692 

26, 508 

75, 989 

86, 429 

50, 929 

15,314 

49,815 

Net securities gains or losses (after tax effect) 

—484 

—30 

—215 

—1,911 

—6,089 

—1, 149 

—2, 480 

—754 

—902 

Net income before extraordinary items 

20,213 

33, 005 

6,477 

24, 597 

69, 900 

85, 280 

48, 449 

14, 560 

48, 913 

Extraordinary charges or credits 

+215 

+ 1,423 

-16 

—23 

+ 138 

+ 163 

+59 

—92 

—31 

Minority interest in consolidated subsidiaries 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Net income 

20, 428 

34, 428 

6,461 

24, 574 

70, 038 

85,443 

48, 508 

14, 468 

48, 882 
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Changes in eapital accounts: 

Increases : 

Net income transferred to undivided profits 

20, 428 

34,428 

6, 461 

24, 574 

70, 038 

85, 443 

48, 508 

14,468 

48, 882 

Capital stock, notes and debentures sold or 










issued, including permium received 

1, 149 

1,296 

528 

3,060 

15, 457 

19, 291 

3, 689 

2, 336 

9, 272 

Addition to surplus, undivided profits and 










reserves incident to mergers and consolidations. 

292 

32 

40 

1,599 

3, 185 

1,092 

85 

2, 750 

3, 169 

Transfers from reserves on loans a^icl securities . . . 

1, 252 

1, 642 

50 

46 

228 

17 

6,034 

1, 639 

2, 009 

All other increases 

1,635 

2, 881 

182 

1, 359 

5, 092 

1, 621 

1, 160 

458 

2,410 

Total increases 

4, 323 

5, 851 

800 

6,064 

23, 962 

22, 021 

10, 968 

7, 183 

16, 860 

Decreases : 





i 





Cash dividends declared ; 










On common stock 

6, 591 

10,422 

3, 135 

9, 338 

34, 631 

27, 566 

20, 449 

7,487 

20, 967 

On preferred stock 

0 

146 

0 

0 

0 

227 

0 

0 

61 

CapitaJ stock, notes and debentures retired. 










including premium paid 

0 

302 

0 

0 

40 

392 

48 

20 


Reduction in surplus, undivided profits and 





1 





reserves incident to mergers and consolidations . 

0 

176 

0 

0 

244 

134 

0 

172 


Transfers to reserves on loans and securities 

2, 527 

.5, 176 

415 

2, 663 

6, 376 

11,497 

4,641 

1, 716 

5, 977 

All other decreases 

2,041 

2, 904 

300 

2,443 

3, 500 

1, 042 

1,425 

437 

2, 680 

Total decreases 

11, 159 

19, 126 

3, 850 

14, 444 

44, 791 

40, 853 

26, 563 

9, 832 

29, 685 

Net change in capital accounts 

13,597 

21, 153 

3,411 

16, 194 

49, 209 

66, 606 

32, 913 

11,819 

36, 057 

Capital accountsf 

165,421 

309,627 

54, 085 

197, 209 

661, 575 

760, 117 

426, 230 

116,570 

445, 431 

Ratios ; 










Net income before dividends to capital accounts 





i 

1 




(percent) 

12. 35 

11. 12 

11.95 

12. 46 

10.59 

11. 24 

11. 38 

12.41 

10. 97 

Total operating expense to total operating revenue 










(percent) 

74.61 

75. 46 

78. 57 

73. 34 

76. 63 

81.61 

78. 28 

75. 74 

73. 32 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table B-30 — Continued 

Income and expenses of National banks,* by States, year ended Dec. 31, 1969 
[Dollar amounts in thousands] 



Montana 

1 

! Nebraska 

1 

Nevada 

New 

Hampshire 

New 

Jersey 

New 

Mexico 

New 

Toth 

North 

Carolina 

North 

Dakota 

Number of banks 

48 

126 

4 

50 

\ 

137 

33 

173 

23 

42 

Operating income : 

$33, 276 

1, 295 

$90, 998 

3,201 

$33, 721 

1,766 

$29, 923 

2, 316 

$363, 182 

17,593 

$37, 926 

2, 198 

$1, 996, 573 

63, 996 

$213, 843 

3, 136 

$28, 424 

674 

Income on Federal funds sold and securities pur- 
chased under agreements to resell 

Interest and dividends on investments: 

U.S. Treasury securities 

6, 150 

1:1,498 

4,849 

4,501 

54, 841 

6, 139 

167,911 

15, 832 

5, 974 

Securities of other U.S. Government agencies 
and corporations 

794 

4,944 

487 

216 

12, 829 

996 

12, 758 

1 

' 4, 057 

1,204 

Obligations of States and political subdivisions. . 

4,411 

9,070 

3,631 

2, 756 

59, 297 

3,929 

172, 587 

22, 809 

3, 553 

Other securities 

114 

315 

96 

130 

5, 506 

89 

14, 286 

948 

83 

Trust department income 

356 

3, 950 

1,341 

729 

15, 653 

980 

101, 359 

10, 265 

619 

Service charges on deposit accounts 

2,994 

4,944 

3, 110 

2,912 

25, 753 

3, 470 

60, 779 

11,115 

2,089 

Other service charges, collection and exchange 
charges, commissions, and fees 

1,415 

4,846 

784 

767 

6, 945 

1, 991 

52, 272 

9,840 

1,504 

Other operating income 

474 

2,768 

1,207 

644 

5, 596 

720 

128, 049 

6, 188 

391 

Total operating income 

51,279 

138,534 

50,992 

44, 894 

567, 195 

58,438 

2, 770, 570 

298, 033 

44,515 

Operating expense: 

Salaries and wages of officers and employees 

9,633 

1,526 

28,515 

10, 651 

9, 855 

114,214 

12,495 

456,421 

70, 196 

7,376 

Pensions and other employee benefits 

3,993 

1,426 

1,546 

18, 835 

1,607 

16,258 

83, 968 

11,990 

1, 166 

Interest on deposits 

19, 100 

38, 869 

15, 200 

9, 960 

181,964 

1, 065, 301 

81,545 

18,612 

Expense of Federal funds purchased and securities 
sold under agreements to repurchase 

699 

4,368 

29 

281 

5,556 

663 

168, 206 

9, 164 

214 

Interest on borrowed money 

309 

433 

77 

132 

1,298 

150 

12, 838 

2,405 

98 

Interest on capital notes and debentures 

61 

155 

0 

21 

1,885 

69 

17, 028 

2,469 

11,077 

71 

Occupancy expense of bank premises, net 

1,523 

3,913 

2, 103 

1,885 

23, 914 

2,018 

95, 743 

1, 325 

Furniture and equipment, depreciation, rental costs, 

servicing, etc 

Provision for loan losses (or actual net loan losses) .... 

1,459 

5, 763 

1, 352 

1, 353 

15, 473 

1,968 

48, 942 

9,419 

1, 353 

625 

2,640 

2,564 

598 

5, 695 

1,482 

36, 722 

2,268 

485 

Other operating expense 

7,304 

18, 528 

6,620 

6,641 

61, 870 

7, 180 

224, 666 

32, 966 

4,587 

Total operating expense 

42, 239 

107, 177 

40, 022 

32, 272 

430, 704 

43, 890 

2, 209, 835 

233, 499 

35, 287 

Income before income taxes and securities gains or losses . . 

9,040 

31,357 

10, 970 

12, 622 

136,491 

14, 548 

560, 735 

64, 534 

9,228 

Applicable income taxes 

2, 335 

10, 154 

4,374 

4, 564 

34, 366 

5, 197 

186, 180 

21, 876 

2, 785 

Income before securities gains or losses 

6,705 

21,203 

6, 596 

8,058 

102, 125 

9,351 

374, 555 

42, 658 

6,443 

Net securities gains or losses (after tax effect) 

-18 

-238 

+99 

-115 

-3, 740 

-10 

—35,883 

-4, 116 

-137 

Net income before extraordinary items 

6,687 

20, 965 

6,695 

7,943 

98, 385 

9, 341 

338, 672 

38, 542 

6, 306 

Extraordinary charges or credits 

-f23 

—49 

+5 

-26 

-116 

+ 158 

+615 

+ 171 

-11 

Minority interest in consolidated subsidiaries 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Net income 

6, 710 

20, 916 

6, 700 

7. 917 

98,269 

9,499 

339, 287 

38, 713 

6,295 
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Clianges in capital accounts: 

Increases: 

Net income transferred to undivided profits 

I 

6, 710 

20, 916 

6, 700 

7, 917 

98, 269 

9,499 

339, 287 

38,713 

6, 295 

Capital stock, notes and debentures sold or 
issued, including premium received 

-2 

505 

0 

2, 130 

24, 233 

768 

48, 479 

12, 339 

6 

Addition to surplus, undivided profits and 
reserves incident to mergers and consolidations . 

0 

647 

0 

4,817 

15,436 

0 

169, 044 

3, 274 

0 

Transfers from reserves on loans and securities. . . 

495 

540 

12 

272 

1, 180 

115 

326 

127 

290 

All other increases 

234 

4, 298 

597 

818 

3, 594 

864 

4, 159 

7, 179 

165 

Total increases 

727 

5, 990 

609 

8, 037 

44,443 

1,747 

222, 008 

22, 919 

461 

Decreases : 

Cash dividends declared : 

On common stock 

3, 502 

8, 428 

2, 937 

2, 946 

35, 399 

3, 336 

181,4.37 

1 

17, 456 

2, 338 

On preferred stock 

0 

6 

0 

0 

3 

0 

2, 936 

0 

0 

Capital stock, notes and debentures retired, 
including preim'um paid 

5 

0 

0 

0 

93 

35 

162, 049 

0 

1 

0 

Reduction in surplus, undivided profits and 
reserves incident to mergers and consolidations . 

0 

3 

0 

0 

2, 088 

0 

991 

0 

0 

Transfers to reserves on loans and securities 

700 

2,819 

780 

388 

5,951 

737 

50, 474 

4, 197 

238 

All other decreases 

215 

2, 854 

17 

707 

4, 145 

343 

8, 969 

5, 662 

659 

Total decreases 

4,422 

14, 110 

1 

3, 734 

4,041 

47, 679 

4,451 

406, 856 

27, 315 

3, 235 

Net changes in capital accounts 

3,015 

12, 796 

3,575 

11, 913 

95, 033 

6,795 

154,439 

34,317 

3, 521 

Capital accountst 

55, 222 

183, 069 

55, 755 

60, 971 

706,698 

69, 197 

3, 717,452 

340, 123 

49, 366 

Ratios 

Net income before dividends to capital accounts 
(percent) 

12. 15 

1 

11.43 

12.02 

12. 98 

13.91 

13. 73 

9. 13 

11.38 

12. 75 

Total operating expense to total operating revenue 
(percent) 

82.37 

77. 37 

1 

78. 49 

71.88 

75. 94 

75. 11 

i 

79. 76 1 

i 

78.35 

! 

79.27 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table B-30 — Continued 




00 


Income and expenses of National banks* by States, year ended Dec. 31, 1969 
[Dollar amounts in thousands] 



Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode 

Island 

South 

Carolina 

South 

Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Number of banks 

217 

218 

11 

315 

5 

20 

33 

1 

77 

529 

Operating income: 

Interest and fees on loans 

$485, 360 

$156,485 

$170, 723 

$752, 184 

$78,051 

$58, 363 

$33, 408 

$198, 775 

$730, 466 

Income on Federal funds sold and securities purchased 
under agreements to resell 

24,012 

8,364 

i 

491 

32, 580 

408 

2, 168 

763 

6,036 

34, 819 

Interest and dividends on investments: 

U.S. Treasury securities 

84,686 

30, 916 

16, 574 

96, 280 

6,043 

7, 794 

7, 185 

26, 930 

90, 108 

Securities of other U.S. Government agencies and 
corporations 

1 

10,411 

2, 608 

2, 186 

13,467 

402 

1, 678 

1,084 

3, 168 

24, 026 

Obligations of States and political subdivisions . . 

70, 089 

18, 871 

17,874 

92, 646 

9,050 

5, 180 

3, 881 

18, 886 

84, 205 

Other securities 

3,441 

3, 222 

315 

6, 102 

294 

150 

126 

808 

3, 795 

Trust department income 

19, 474 

4,929 

5, 044 

45, 804 

7, 149 

2, 123 

690 

6,823 

29, 139 

Service charges on deposit accounts 

27, 596 

11, 150 

14, 373 

22, 880 

2,870 

5,940 

2,637 

10, 205 

36, 636 

Other service charges, collection and exchange 
charges, commissions, and fees 

12,281 

6,428 

5,821 

19, 672 

3,016 

2, 161 

1, 778 

8, 321 

21, 220 

Other operating income 

9,939 

3, 859 

3,341 

9,636 

929 

2, 107 

657 

6,891 

16, 858 

Total operating income 

747, 289 

246, 832 

236, 742 

1,091, 251 

108, 212 

87,664 

52, 209 

286, 843 

1,071, 272 

Operating expense: 

Salaries and wages of officers and employees 

132,502 

48, 293 

50, 044 

185, 263 

17, 661 

24, 250 

9, 666 

55, 925 

182, 969 

Pensions and other employee benefits 

17,315 

6,327 

8,223 

31, 550 

4,299 

3, 695 

1, 508 

8,516 

24, 497 

Interest on deposits 

240, 580 

72, 589 

86, 788 

355, 130 

33, 048 

12,447 

19, 449 

76, 933 

307, 081 

Expense of Federal funds purchased and securities 
sold under agreements to repurchase 

25, 236 

8,634 

1 1, 745 

37, 629 

5, 356 

874 

104 

14, 716 

71, 627 

Interest on borrowed money 

4,529 

1, 332 

1,437 

26, 969 

1, 290 

130 

66 

8, 182 

1.5, 633 

Interest on capital notes and debentures 

1,379 

979 

0 

3, 314 

22 

11 

14 

917 

975 

Occupancy expense of bank premises, net 

22, 783 

6, 100 

8,900 

35,045 

3,357 

2,980 

1,815 

9,091 

25, 745 

Furniture and equipment, depreciation, rental costs, 
servicing, etc 

18, 384 

8,280 

5, 820 

26, 474 

2, 472 

3, 876 

1, 725 

10, 002 

30, 069 

Provision for loan losses (or actual net loan losses) . . . 

1 1, 308 

5, 954 

2, 589 

10, 597 

1,949 

794 

803 

5, 191 

25, 598 

Other operating expenses 

93, 664 

27, 751 

21,068 

110,911 

12, 078 

13,039 

5, 335 

36, 075 

131, 750 

Total operating expense 

567, 680 

186, 239 

196, 614 

822, 882 

81,532 

62, 096 

40, 485 

225, 548 

815, 944 

Income before income taxes and securities gains or losses. . 

179,609 

60, 593 

40, 128 

268, 369 

26, 680 

25, 568 

11,724 

61, 295 

255, 328 

Applicable income taxes 

53, 570 

17, 156 

12, 577 

77, 633 

9, 752 

10, 118 

3,860 

18, 804 

80, 862 

Income before securities gains or losses 

126, 039 

43, 437 

27, 551 

190, 736 

16, 928 

15, 450 

7,864 

42, 491 

174,466 

Net securities gains or losses (after tax effect) 

-8, 577 

-879 

-1,934 

-9, 672 

-902 

-121 

-261 

-1,241 

- 10, 438 

Net income before extraordinary items 

117,462 

42, 558 

25,617 

181, 064 

16, 026 

15, 329 

7,603 

41, 250 

164, 028 

Extraordinary charges or credits 

+70 

-68 

0 

+81 

-69 

+20 

-13 

-12 

+2, 127 

Minority interest in consolidated subsidiaries 

0 

-1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

+ 17 

-3 

Net income 

117,532 

42, 489 

25, 617 

cr:— ... 

181, 145 

15, 957 

15,349 

7,590 

41, 255 

166, 152 
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Changes in capital accounts: 

Increases: 

Net income transferred to undivided profits 

117, 532 

42, 489 

25,617 

181, 145 

15, 957 

15, 349 

7, 590 

41, 255 

166, 152 

Capital stock, notes and debentures sold or issued, 
including premium received 

9,624 

2, 052 

240 

19, 022 

825 

1, 705 

253 

2, 359 

20, 474 

Addition to surplus, undivided profits and re- 
serves incident to mergers and consolidations. . 

12, 747 

2, 740 

58 

7, 545 

50 

2, 743 

368 

354 

759 

'I'ransfers from reserves on loans and securities . . . 

11, 271 

1, 132 

0 

2, 726 

0 

46 

278 

4, 710 

2, 855 

All other increases 

7, 454 

4,243 

1 

14, 772 

587 

1, 938 

675 

1,241 

11,469 

Total increases 

41, 096 

10, 167 

299 

44, 065 

1, 462 

6, 432 

1,574 

8, 664 

3.5, 557 

Decreases : 

Gash dividends declared: 

On common stock 

45, 622 

16, 233 

12, 331 

77, 884 

8, or >9 

.5, 753 

3, 524 

13, 105 

62, 824 

On preferred stock 

0 

21 

0 

292 

0 

0 

0 

0 

52 

Capital stock, notes and debentures retired, in- 
cluding premium paid 

0 

0 

0 

4,092 

12 

0 

25 

25 

48 

Reduction in surplus, undivided profits and re- 
serves incident to mergers and consolidations . 

159 

191 

0 

6, 153 

0 

0 

7 

0 

20 

Transfers to reserves on loans and securities 

12, 251 

3, 285 
4,402 

5, 182 

18, 256 

1,628 

2, 081 

226 

6, 126 

20, 287 

All other decreases 

4,475 

32 

13, 137 

20 

1,236 

627 

2, 709 

10, 596 

Total decreases 

62, 507 

24, 132 

17,545 

119,814 

9,729 

9,070 

4, 409 

21,965 

93, 827 

Net change in capital accounts 

96, 121 

28, 524 

8,371 

105, 396 

7,690 

12,711 

4, 755 

27, 954 

107, 882 

Capital accounts t 

997, 111 

377,695 

220, 660 

1,653, 251 

127,537 

103, 905 

57, 094 

388, 950 

1,456, 173 

Ratios: 

Net income before dividends to capital accounts 
(percent) 

11. 79 

11.25 

11.61 

10. 96 

12.51 

14. 77 

13.29 

10.61 

11.41 

Total operating expense to total operating revenue 
(percent) 

75. 97 

75.45 

83. 05 

75.41 

75. 34 

70. 83 

77. 54 

1 

1 

78. 63 

76. 17 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table B-30— Continued 

Income and expenses oj National banks,* by Slates, year ended Dec. 31, 1969 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 



Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 

West 

Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

Virgin 

Islands 

District oj 
Columbia — 
allt 

Number of banks 

10 

26 

103 

27 

81 

121 

40 

1 

14 

Operating income; 

Interest and fees on loans 

$40, 351 

$19,492 

$212,698 

$237, 616 

$44,312 

$162,016 

$22, 773 

$4, 692 

$118,051 

Income on Federal funds sold and securities purchased 
under agreements to resell 

1,624 

927 

5,263 

3, 435 

3, 432 

7, 233 

685 

271 

3,840 

Interest and dividends on investments; 

U.S. Treasury securities 

3,782 

2,307 

27, 001 

21, 905 

13,981 

23, 278 

4,849 

494 

26, 284 

Securities of other U.S. Government agencies 
and corporations 

592 

288 

5,346 

1, 360 

1,804 

5,231 

469 

0 

2,957 

Obligations of States and political subdivisions. . 

4, 116 

1,922 

21,910 

21,854 

5, 849 

16, 723 

2, 126 

595 

10,094 

Other securities 

186 

180 

723 

636 

350 

909 

188 

7 

574 

Trust department income 

1,085 

386 

8, 185 

9,474 

1,566 

5, 551 

287 

0 

7,617 

Service charges on deposit accounts 

3, 125 

1, 333 

12,448 

23,042 

1,762 

6,338 

1, 759 

127 

8,643 

Other service charges, collection, and exchange 
charges, commissions, and fees 

2, 532 

215 

8, 251 

10, 370 

1,086 

7, 089 

987 

112 

2, 363 

Other operating income 

391 

334 

3, 775 

7,727 

1,222 

5,858 

538 

279 

1,813 

Total operating income 

57, 784 

27, 384 

305, 600 

337,419 

75, 364 

240, 226 

34, 661 

6,577 

182, 236 

Operating expense; 

Salaries and wages of officers and employees 

9,068 

5,723 

62, 245 

82, 035 

13,904 

44,929 

7, 111 

1,475 

36, 728 

Pensions and other employee benefits 

1,293 

844 

9,586 

11,287 

1, 702 

8,315 

778 

148 

3,911 

Interest on deposits 

19, 590 

10, 382 

98, 103 

100, 214 

23, 409 

85, 014 

11, 551 

3,442 

47, 145 

Expense of Federal funds purchased and securities 
sold under agreements to repurchtise 

2,261 

61 

6,080 

11, 108 

1,677 

7,007 

349 

0 

2, 177 

Interest on borrowed money 

469 

25 

1,453 

1, 179 

87 

1,612 

292 

20 

2, 180 

Interest on capital notes and debentures 

0 

44 

85 

0 

38 

234 

52 

0 

651 

Occupancy expense of bank premises, net 

Furniture and equipment, depreciation, rental costs, 
servicing, etc 

1,809 

992 

10,055 

14, 094 

2, 467 

8,546 

1,364 

134 

7,818 

1,315 

812 

9, 129 

10, 022 

1,910 

8, 143 

951 

91 

4,554 

Provision for loan losses or (actual net loan losses). . . 

665 

344 

4,519 

4,327 

1, 126 

2,339 

815 

92 

4, 173 

Other operating expenses 

5,957 

2,984 

38, 889 

35, 948 

10, 000 

24, 925 

4,409 

631 

20, 291 

Total operating expense 

42, 427 

22,211 

240, 144 

270, 214 

56, 320 

191, 064 

27, 672 

6, 033 

129,628 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stiouisfed.org/ 

Federai Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



Income before income taxes and securities gains or losses. . 

Applicable income taxes 

Income before securities gains or losses 

Net securities gains or losses (after tax effect) 

Net income before extraordinary items 

Extraordinary charges or credits 

Minority interest in consolidated subsidiaries 

l.'j, .357 
6,323 
9,034 
-2,800 
6, 234 
-f203 

0 

5, 173 
1,468 

3, 705 
-132 

3, 573 
— 44 

0 

65, 456 
19, 592 
45, 864 
-1,097 
44, 767 
+ 137 
+ 8 

67, 205 
22, 640 
44, 565 
— 208 
44, 357 
-15 
— 3 

19, 044 

5, 753 
13, 291 
-192 
13, 099 
+ 

0 

49, 162 
15, 574 
33, 588 
+ 103 
33, 691 
+ 24 

0 

6, 989 
1,952 
5,037 
-38 
4, 999 
+ 61 

0 

.544 

0 

.544 

0 
544 
4 39 

0 

52, 608 
23, 290 
29,318 
-77 
29, 241 
+262 
0 

Net income 

6, 437 

3, 529 

44,912 

44,339 

13, 122 

33,715 

5,060 

583 

29, 503 

Changes in capital accounts: 

Increases : 

Net income transferred to undivided profits 

6,437 

3, 529 

44,912 

44, 339 

13, 122 

33, 715 

5,060 

583 

29, 503 

Capital stock, notes and debentures sold or 
issued, including premium received 

0 

128 

10,881 

70 

800 

3, 343 

1,344 

0 

26 

Addition to surplus, undivided profits and 
reserves incident to mergers and consolida- 
tions 

0 

246 

7, 318 

123 

7 

334 

140 

25 

25 

Transfers from reserves on loans and securities. . 

8 

25 

3, 393 

3,900 

255 

273 

9 

0 

194 

All other increases 

48 

153 

13, 237 

7, 499 

1, 197 

1, 151 

486 

0 

562 

Total increases 

56 

552 

34, 829 

11,592 

2, 259 

5, 101 

1,979 

25 

807 

Decreases: 

Cash dividends declared: 

On common stock 

3, 761 

1, 292 

19,021 

14, 654 

4, 170 

12, 784 

1,910 

0 

11,929 

On preferred stock 

0 

29 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

632 

Capital stock, notes and debentures retired, 
including premium paid 

0 

66 

0 

0 

0 

152 

0 

0 

0 

Reduction in surplus, undivided profits and 
reserves incident to mergers and consolida- 
tions 

434 

0 

740 

513 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Transfers to reserves on loans and securities 

78 

346 

5,750 

3, 936 
1,048 

1, 135 
1,970 

2, 237 

473 

233 

1,699 

All other decreases 

104 

357 

1,549 

1,709 

329 

38 

430 

Total decreases 

4,377 

2,090 

27, 060 

20, 151 

7, 275 

16, 882 

2, 712 

271 

14, 690 

Net change in capital accounts 

2, 116 

1,991 

52,681 

35, 780 

8, 106 

21, 934 

4,327 

337 

15, 620 

Capital accounts! 

65, 060 

33, 710 

345, 424 

344, 100 

125, 720 

282, 033 

46, 459 

6,493 

238, 374 

Ratios : 

Net income before dividends to capital accounts 
(percent) 

9.89 

10.47 

13.00 

12.89 

10.44 

11.95 

10.89 

8.98 

12. 37 

Total operating expense to total operating revenue 
(percent) 

73. 42 

81. 11 

78. 58 

80.08 

74. 73 

79.54 

79.84 

91. 73 

71. 13 


*Includes all banks operating as National banks at year end, and full year data for those State banks eonverting to National banks during the year, 
flncludes the aggregate book value of debentures, preferred stock, common stock, surplus, undivided profits, and reserves. These are averages from the June and 
December call dates in the year indicated and the previous December call date. 

|Includes National and non-National banks in the District of Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of the Currency. 

Noi'e: The information in this table is not directly comparable to that for 1968, due to a change in report format. 
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Table B-31 

Income and expenses of National banks* by deposit size, year ended Dec. 31, 1969 

[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


Banks with deposits in December 1969, of — 



Toted 

$2,000.0 
and under 

$2,000.1 
to $5,000.0 

$5,000.1 
to $10,000.0 

$10,000.1 
to $25,000.0 

] $25,000.1 
to $50,000.0 

$50,000.1 
to $100,000.0 

$100,000.1 
to $500,000.0 

Over 

$500,000.0 

Number of banks 

4,669 

141 

758 

1, 184 

1,403 

584 

272 

253 

74 

Operating income: 










Interest and fees on loans 

$12, 492, 556 

$7,201 

$101,443 

$337, 257 

$866,411 

$835, 278 

$792, 391 

$2, 391, 336 

$7, 161, 239 

Income on Federtd funds sold and securities 






purchased under agreements to resell 

473, 181 

391 

6, 923 

23, 229 

56, 191 

46, 530 

33, 041 

85, 005 

221,871 

Interest and dividends on investments : 









U.S. Treasury securities 

1, 524, 702 

3, 287 

33, 595 

90, 231 

193,512 

153,600 

135, 773 

324, 585 

590, 119 

Securities of other U.S. Government 







agencies and corporations 

264, 166 

507 

8,586 

25, 672 

50, 954 

42, 667 

36, 208 

48, 568 

51,004 

Obligations of States and political sub- 









divisions 

1, 302, 223 

266 

7, 144 

35,318 

112,490 

1 1 1, 855 

107, 990 

283, 983 

643, 177 

Other securities 

81,591 

50 

816 

2, 120 

6,966 

5, 748 

4,600 

15, 494 

45, 797 

Trust department income 

562, 368 

0 

129 

653 

6,595 

18, 595 

29, 285 

121,497 

385,614 

Service charges on deposit accounts 

659, 101 

543 

8,386 

30, 647 

75, 388 

67,444 

52, 533 

146, 203 

277, 957 

Other service charges, collection and ex- 







change charges, commissions, and fees 

426, 787 

250 

3,490 

11,017 

25, 939 

26, 989 

26, 509 

92, 719 

239, 874 

Other operating income 

434, 527 

192 

2,089 

6, 062 

15, 529 

18,511 

17,308 

65, 008 

309, 828 

Total operating income 

18,221,202 

12, 687 

172,601 

562, 206 

1, 409, 975 

1,327,217 

1, 235, 638 

3, 574, 398 

9, 926, 480 
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383 - 814 — 70 - 


Operating expense: 










Salaries and wages of officers and employees. . . 

3, 402, 598 

3, 778 

41,341 

1 19, 520 

275, 651 

260, 653 

240, 678 

719,946 

1, 741,031 

Pensions and other employee benefits 

529, 968 

282 

3, 770 

13, 740 

35, 180 

36, 878 

34, 988 

111,429 

293, 701 

Interest on deposits 

6,036,219 

2,696 

53, 050 

185, 000 

488,321 

447,649 

420, 854 

1,048, 801 

3, 389, 848 

Expense of Federal funds purchased and 


i 








securities sold under agreements to re- 










purchase 

777, 062 

0 

85 

799 

3, 072 

6, 790 

12,040 

113, 736 

640, 540 

Interest on borrowed money 

255, 791 

16 

160 

587 

2, 299 

3, 396 

4,656 

23, 595 

221, 082 

Interest on capital notes and debentures 

56, 282 

1 

10 

91 

1,022 

1, 949 

2, 382 

7, 761 

43, 066 

Occupancy expense of bank premises, net 

618, 849 

437 

5,821 

19, 471 

50, 571 

49, 475 

46, 178 

128, 334 

318, 562 

Furniture and equipment, depreciation, rental 










costs, servicing, etc 

467, 453 

293 

4,317 

14, 620 

36, 804 

38, 346 

37, 778 

125, 113 

210, 182 

Provision for loan losses (or actual net loan 










losses) 

296, 201 

464 

4,741 

15,502 

32, 947 

26, 621 

24, 568 

59, 044 

132,314 

Other operating expenses 

1,865,576 

1,931 

22, 958 

72, 833 

179,287 

167, 986 

148, 568 

418, 358 

853, 655 

Total operating expense 

14,305,999 

9,898 

136,253 

442, 163 

1, 105, 154 

1, 039, 743 

972,690 

2, 756, 117 

7, 843, 981 

Income before income taxes and securities gains or 










losses 

3, 915, 203 

2, 789 

36, 348 

120, 043 

304, 821 

287, 474 

262, 948 

818,281 

2, 082, 499 

Applicable income taxes 

1, 259, 146 

628 

8, 692 

32, 189 

84, 372 

85, 359 

78, 040 

269, 119 

700, 747 

Income before securities gains or losses 

2, 656, 057 

2, 161 

27, 656 

87, 8,54 

220, 449 

202, 115 

184, 908 

549, 162 

1,381,752 

Net securities losses (after tax effect) 

125, 716 

40 

1, 159 

3, 363 

6, 154 

7, 573 

4,859 

19,405 

83, 163 

Net income before extraordinary items 

2, 530, 341 

2, 121 

26, 497 

84,491 

214,295 

194, 542 

180,049 

529, 757 

1, 298, 589 

Extraordinary charges or credits 

-F3,974 

+ 9 

-12 

-68 

-154 

-f-2, 294 

-f 126 

+ 3, 196 

-1,417 

Minority interest in consolidated subsidiaries 

-36 

-3 

0 

-27 

-27 

+ 7 

0 

-3 

-f 17 

Net income 

2, 534, 279 

2, 127 

26, 485 

84, 396 

214,114 

196,843 

180, 175 

532, 950 

1,297,189 

Cash dividends declared: 










On common stock 

1,063, 666 

714 

7,411 

23, 032 

60, 572 

62, 456 

61,933 

208, 262 

639, 286 

On preferred stock 

4,429 

0 

0 

5 

71 

33 

29 

518 

3,773 

Total cash dividends declared 

i 

1, 068, 095 

714 

7,411 

23, 037 

60, 643 

62, 489 

61,962 

208, 780 

643, 059 


*Includes all banks operating as National banks at year-end, and full year data for those State banks converting to National banks during the yearj 
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Table B-32 


Capital accounts, net income, and dividends of National banks, 1944—69 
[Dollar amounts in tliousands] 


Tear {last call) 

Number 
of banks 

Capital stock {par value)* 

Total 

capital 

accounts* 

Net income 
before 
dividends 

Cash dividends 

Ratios {percent) 

Preferred 

Common 

Total 

On 

preferred 

stock 

On 

common 

stock 

Net income 
before 
dividends 
to capital 
accounts 

Cash divi^ 
dends to 
net income 
before 
dividends 

Cash divi- 
dends on 
preferred 
stock to 
preferred 
capital 

Total cash 
dividends 
to capital 
accounts 

1944 

5,031 

$110, 597 

$1,440,519 

$1, 551, 116 

$4, 114,972 

$411,844 

$5, 296 

$139,012 

10.01 

35.04 

4. 79 

3. 53 

1945 

5, 023 

80, 672 

1,536,212 

1, 616, 884 

4, 467, 618 

490, 133 

4, 131 

151,525 

10.97 

31. 76 

5. 12 

3.48 

1946 

4,013 

53, 202 

1, 646,631 

1, 699, 833 

4, 893, 038 

494, 898 

2,427 

167, 702 

10. 11 

34. 38 

4. 56 

3.48 

1947 

5,011 

32, 529 

1, 736, 676 

1, 769, 205 

5, 293, 267 

452, 983 

1,372 

182, 147 

8.56 

40.51 

4.22 

3. 47 

1948 

4,997 

25, 128 

1, 779, 362 

1, 804, 490 

5, 545, 993 

423, 757 

1,304 

192,603 

7.64 

45. 76 

5. 19 

3. 50 

1949 

4,981 

20, 979 

1, 863, 373 

1, 884, 352 

5,811,044 

474, 881 

1, 100 

203, 644 

8. 17 

43. 11 

5. 24 

3. 52 

1950 

4,965 

16, 079 

1, 949, 898 

1, 965, 977 

6, 152, 799 

537, 610 

712 

228, 792 

8. 74 

42. 69 

4.43 

3. 73 

1951 

4,946 

12, 032 

2,046,018 

2, 058, 050 

6, 506, 378 

506, 695 

615 

247, 230 

7. 79 

49.04 

5. 11 

3. 81 

1952 

4, 916 

6, 862 

2, 171,026 

2, 177,888 

6, 875, 134 

561,481 

400 

258, 663 

8. 17 

46. 14 

5. 83 

3. 77 

1953 

4, 864 

5,512 

2, 258, 234 

2, 263, 746 

7, 235, 820 

573, 287 

332 

274, 884 

7. 92 

48.01 

6. 02 

3.80 

1954 

4, 796 

4,797 

2, 381, 429 

2, 386, 226 

7, 739, 553 

741, 065 

264 

299, 841 

9. 58 

40. 50 

5. 50 

3. 88 

1955 

4, 700 

4, 167 

2, 456, 454 

2, 460, 621 

7, 924, 719 

643, 149 

203 

309, 532 

8. 12 

48. 16 

4.87 

3.91 

1956 

4,659 

3, 944 

2, 558, 111 

2, 562, 055 

8, 220, 620 

647, 141 

177 

329, 777 

7. 87 

50. 99 

4.49 

4.01 

1957 

4,627 

3, 786 

2, 713, 145 

2, 716, 931 

8, 769, 839 

729, 857 

171 

363, 699 

8. 32 

49. 85 

4. 52 

4. 15 

1958 

4,585 

3,332 

2, 871, 785 

2, 875, 117 

9, 412, 557 

889, 120 

169 

392, 822 

9.45 

44. 20 

5. 07 

4. 18 

1959 

4,542 

3, 225 

3, 063, 407 

3, 066, 632 

10, 003, 852 

800,311 

165 

422, 703 

8.00 

52. 84 

5. 12 

4.23 

1960 

4,530 

2,050 

3, 257, 208 

3, 259, 258 

10, 695, 539 

1,046,419 

99 

450, 830 

9. 78 

43.,09 

4.83 

4.22 

1961 

4,513 

2,040 

3, 464, 126 

3, 466, 166 

1 1, 470, 899 

1,042,201 

119 

485, 960 

9.09 

46. 64 

5. 83 

4. 24 

1962 

4,503 

9,852 

3, 662, 603 

3, 672, 455 

12, 289, 305 

1, 068, 843 

202 

517,546 

8. 70 

48.44 

2. 05 

4.21 

1963 

4, 615 

24, 304 

3, 861, 738 

3, 886, 042 

13, 102, 085 

1, 205, 917 

1, 126 

547, 060 

9. 20 

45.46 

4.63 

4. 18 

1964 

4, 773 

27, 281 

4, 135, 789 

4, 163, 070 

14, 297, 834 

1,213,284 

1,319 

591, 491 

8. 49 

48. 86 

4.83 

4. 15 

1965 

4,815 

28, 697 

4, 600, 390 

4, 629, 087 

16, 111, 704 

1, 387, 228 

1,453 

681, 802 

8.61 

49. 25 

5.06 

4.24 

1966 

4, 799 

29, 120 

5, 035, 685 

5, 064, 805 

17, 971, 372 

1, 582, 535 

1,348 

736, 591 

8. 81 

46.63 

4. 63 

4. 11 

1967 

4, 758 

38, 081 

5,224,214 

5, 262, 295 

19, 095, 324 

1, 757, 491 

2, 124 

794, 056 

9.20 

45. 30 

5. 58 

4. 17 

1968 

4, 716 

57, 704 

5, 503, 820 

5,561,524 

20, 585, 402 

1, 931, 556 

4, 344 

892, 934 

9. 38 

46. 45 

7. 53 

4.36 

1969 

4,669 

62, 453 

6, 165, 757 

6,228,210 

22, 158, 066 

2, 534, 029 

4,428 

1, 063, 647 

11.44 

42. 15 

7.09 

4.82 


*These are averages of data from the Reports of Condition of the previous December, and June and December of the respective years. 
Note: For earlier data, see Annual Reports of the Comptroller of the Currency, 1938, p. 115, and 1963, p. 306. 
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Table B-33 

Loan losses and recoveries of National banks, 1945-69 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 





Ratio of net 




Ratio of net 

Tear 

Total loans end 

Net losses or 

losses or net 

Year 

Total loans end 

Net losses or 

losses or net 


of year, net 

recoveries ( + ) 

recoveries ( + ) 


oj year,, net 

recoveries ( -j- ) 

recoveries ( + ) 




to loans 




to loans 




Percent 




Percent 

1945 

$13,948,042 

-f $7, 740 

4-0.06 

1959 

$59,961,989 

+ $25, 767 

. 04 

1946 

17,309,767 

3, 207 

.02 

1960 

63, 693, 668 

130, 177 

. 20 

1947 

21,480,457 

29, 913 

. 14 

1961 

67, 308, 734 

112,412 

. 17 

1948 

23,818,513 

19, 349 

.08 

1962 

75, 548, 316 

97,617 

. 13 

1949 

23, 928, 293 

33, 199 

. 14 

1963 

83, 388, 446 

121, 724 

. 15 

1950 

29, 277, 480 

14,445 

.05 

1964 

95, 577, 392 

125, 684 

. 13 

1951 

32, 423, 777 

22, 108 

.07 

1965 

116, 833, 479 

189, 826 

. 16 

1952 

36, 119,673 

19, 326 

. 05 

1966 

126,881,261 

240, 880 

. 19 

1953 

37, 944, 146 

32, 201 

.08 

1967 

136,752, 887 

279, 257 

. 20 

1954 

39, 827, 678 

25, 674 

.06 

1968 

154,862,018 

257, 280 

. 17 

1955 

43, 559, 726 

29, 478 

.07 

1969 

168, 004, 686 

303, 357 

. 18 


4R 94.ft ‘^“^9 

4-1 OOfi 

08 





1957 

50, 502, 277 

35 ’ 428 

.07 

Average for 




1958 

52, 796, 224 

38, 173 

.07 

1945-69. . . 

64, 827, 930 

88, 790 

. 14 


Note: For earlier data, including figures on gross losses and chargeofFs and gross recoveries, see Annual Report of the Comptroller 
of the Currency, 1947, p. 100 and 1968, p. 233. 


Table B-34 


Securities losses and recoveries of National banks, 1945-69 

[Dollar amounts in tliousands] 


Tear 

Total securities 
end of year, 

! net 

i 

Losses and 
chargeoffs* 

i 

1 

Ratio of net 
losses to 
securities 

Tear 

Total securities 
end of year, 
net 

Losses and 
chargeoffs* 

Ratio of net 
losses to 
securities 



1 

Percent 


1 


Percent 

1945 

i $55,611,609 

$74, 627 

0.04 

1959 

$42, 652, 855 

$483, 526 

1.09 

1946 

1 46, 642, 816 

74, 620 

.09 

1960 

43, 852, 194 

154, 372 

.30 

1947 

^ 44, (K)9, 966 

69, 785 

. 10 

1961 

49, 093, 539 

51,236 

.08 

1948 

i 40,228,353 

55, 369 

.07 

1962 

51, 705, 503 
52, 601, 949 

47, 949 

.08 

1949 

44, 207, 750 

23, 595 

.04 

1963 

45, 923 

.07 

1950 

i 43, 022, 623 

26, 825 

.04 

1964 

54, 366, 781 

86 , 500 

. 15 

1951 

1 43,043,617 

57, 546 

. 12 

1965 

57, 309, 892 

67, 898 

. 11 

1952 

44, 292, 285 

76, 524 

. 15 

1966 

57, 667, 429 

302, 656 

.52 

1953 : 

44, 210, 233 

119,124 

.25 

1967 

69,656,371 

149, 545 

.21 

1954 1 

48, 932, 258 

49, 469 

.08 

1968 

76, 871,528 

344, 068 

.44 

1955 i 

42, 857, 330 

152, 858 
238 

.32 

56 

1969 

70, 216, 983 

286, 215 

.41 

1957 1 

40,981,709 ' 

151, 152 

. 35 

.'Average for 




1958 i 

i 

46, 788, 224 | 

67, 455 

. 12 

1945-69. . . 

50, 053, 088 

130,313 

.26 


Note: For earlier data, including figures on gross losses and chargeofis and gross recoveries, see Annual Report of the Comptroller 
of the Currency, 1947, p. 100 and 1968, p. 234. 
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Table B-35 

Assets and liabilities of National banks, date of last report of condition, 1950-69 
[Dollar amoxmts in thousands] 


K3 

ca 

Ot 


Tear 

Number 
of banks 

Total assets* 

Cash and 
due from 
banks 

Total 

securities, 

net 

Loans, net 

Other assets 

Total 

deposits 

Liabilities 

for 

borrowed 

money 

Other 

liabilities 

Capital 

Surplus, 
undivided 
profits and 
reserves 

1950 

4,965 

$97, 240, 093 

$23, 813, 435 

$43, 022, 623 

$29, 277, 480 

$1, 126,555 

$89, 529, 632 

$76,644 

$1,304,828 

$2, 001, 650 

$4, 327, 339 

1951 

4, 946 

102, 738, 560 

26, 012, 158 

43,043,617 

32, 423, 777 

1, 259, 008 

94,431,561 

15,484 

1, 621, 397 

2, 105, 345 

4, 564, 773 

1952 

4,916 

108, 132, 743 

26, 399, 403 

44, 292, 285 

36, 119,673 

1, 321, 382 

99, 257, 776 

75, 921 

1, 739, 825 

2, 224, 852 

4, 884, 369 

1953 

4,864 

no, 116, 699 

26,545,518 

44,210,233 

37, 944, 146 

1,416,802 

100, 947, 233 

14, 851 

1, 754, 099 

2, 301, 757 

5, 107, 759 

1954 

4,796 

116, 150,569 

25, 721, 897 

48, 932, 258 

39, 827, 678 

1, 668, 736 

106, 145, 813 

1 1, 098 

1, 889, 416 

2, 485, 844 

5, 618, 398 

1955 

4,700 

113, 750,287 

25, 763, 440 

42, 857, 330 

43, 559, 726 

1, 569, 791 

104,217,989 

107, 796 

1, 488, 573 

2, 472, 624 

5, 463, 305 

1956 

4,659 

117, 701,982 

27, 082, 497 

40, 503, 392 

48, 248, 332 

1, 867, 761 

107, 494, 823 

18, 654 

1, 716, 373 

2, 638, 108 

5, 834, 024 

1957. . . . 

4,627 

120, 522, 640 

26, 865, 134 

40, 981, 709 

50, 502, 277 

2, 173,520 

109,436,311 

38, 324 

1, 954, 788 

2, 806, 213 

6, 278, 004 

1958 

4,585 

128, 796,966 

26, 864, 820 

46, 788, 224 

52, 796, 224 

2, 347, 698 

117,086, 128 

43, 035 

1, 999, 002 

2, 951, 279 

6,717,522 

1959 

4,542 

132, 636, 113 

27, 464, 245 

42, 652, 855 

59, 961, 989 

2, 557, 024 

119,637, 677 

340, 362 

2, 355, 957 

3, 169, 742 

7, 132, 375 

1960. . . . 

4,530 

139,260,867 

28, 674, 506 

43, 852, 194 

63, 693, 668 

3, 040, 499 

124, 910, 851 

110,590 

3, 141, 088 

3, 342, 850 

7, 755, 488 

1961 

4,513 

150, 809, 052 

31,078,445 

49, 093, 539 

67, 308, 734 

3, 328, 334 

135,510,617 

224, 615 

3, 198, 514 

3. 577, 244 

8, 298, 062 

1962 

4,505 

160,657,006 

29, 683, 580 

51, 705, 503 

75, 548, 316 

3, 719, 607 

142, 824, 891 

1, 635, 593 

3, 446, 772 

3, 757, 646 

8, 992, 104 

1963 

4,615 

170, 233, 363 

28, 634, 500 

52,601,949 

83, 388, 446 

5, 608, 468 

150,823,412 

395, 201 

5, 466, 572 

4, 029, 243 

9, 518, 935 

1964 

4,773 

190, 112,705 

34, 065, 854 

54, 366, 781 

95, 577, 392 

6, 102, 678 

169, 616, 780 

299, 308 

5, 148, 422 

4. 789, 943 

10, 258, 252 

1965 

4,815 

219, 102, 608 

36, 880, 248 

57, 309, 892 

116,833, 479 

8, 078, 989 

193, 859, 973 

172, 087 

7, 636, 524 

6, 089, 792 

11,334,232 

1966 

4, 799 

235, 996, 034 

41, 689, 580 

57, 667, 429 

127,453,846 

9, 185, 179 

206, 456, 287 

1, 105, 147 

9, 975, 692 

6, 299, 133 

12, 159, 775 

1967 

4, 758 

263, 374, 709 

46, 633, 658 

69, 656, 371 

136, 752,887 

10, 331, 793 

231, 374,420 

296, 821 

1 1, 973, 852 

6, 602, 519 

13, 127, 097 

1968 

4,716 

296, 593, 618 

50, 952, 691 

76, 871, 528 

154, 862, 018 

13, 907, 381 

257, 883, 926 

689, 087 

16, 496, 707 

7, 008, 482 

14, 515, 416 

1969 

4,669 

310, 263, 170 

54, 727, 953 

70, 030, 342 

168, 004, 686 

17, 500, 189 

256, 426, 791 

2, 283, 717 

28, 284, 638 

7, 347, 948 

15, 906, 249 


Note: For earlier data, revised for certain years and made comparable to those in this table, references should be made as follows: years 1863 to 1913, inclusive 
Annual Report of the Comptroller of the Currency, 1913; figures 1914 to 1919, inclusive, report for 1936; figures 1920 to 1939, inclusive, report for 1939; and figures 1936 to 
1949, inclusive, report for 1966: 

♦After deduction of securities and loan reserves. 
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Table B-36 


Total assets of foreign branches* of National banks, year -end 1953-69 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


1953 $1,682,919 

1954 1,556,326 

1955 1,116,003 

1956 1,301,883 

1957 1,342,616 

1958 1,405,020 

1959 1,543,985 

1960 1,628,510 

1961 1,780,926 


1962 $2,008,478 

1963 2,678,717 

1964 3,319,879 

1965 7,241,068 

1966 9,364,278 

1967 11,856,316 

1968 16,021,617 

1969 28,217, 139 


♦Includes military facilities operated abroad by National banks in 1966 and thereafter. 


Table B-37 

Foreign branches of National banks, 1960-69 


End of year 

Number of branches 
operaied by 
j National banks 

National bank 
branches as a per- 
centage of total 
foreign branches of 
U‘S- banks 

] 

j 

End of year 

1 

i 

Number of branches 
operated by 
National banks 

National bank 
branches as a per- 
centage of total 
foreign branches of 
U.S. banks 

I960 

93 

75.0 

1965 

196 

93. 5 

1961 . . . : 

102 

75.6 

1966 1 

230 

94. 3 

1962 

111 

76.6 

1967 i 

278 

95.5 

1 

124 

77. 5 

1968 

355 

95. 0 

1 964- .... 

138 

76. 7 

1969 

428 

93. 0 



1 


1 



Table B-38 


Assets and liabilities of foreign branches* of National banks, Dec. 31, 1969: consolidated statement 

[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


Cash and cash items $225,519 

Due from banks (time and demand) 4, 352, 936 

Securities 341, 632 

Loans, discounts and overdrafts 9, 109, 486 

Customers’ liability on acceptances 942, 874 

Fixed assets 114, 064 

Other assets 347, 127 

Due from head ofRce and branches (gross) 12, 783, 501 


Total 28,217,139 


Total demand deposits $2, 704, 449 

Total time deposits 19, 297, 775 

U.S. Government deposits 234,964 

Certified checks, officers’ checks, official checks, . 93,369 


Total deposits 22,330,557 


Other liabilities and borrowed funds 703, 317 

Liabilities on acceptances 940, 727 

Due to head office and branches (gross, including 

capital) 4, 242, 538 


Total 28,217,139 


♦Includes military facilities. 


383 - 814—70 20 
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Table B-39 

Trust assets* and income of National banks, by States, calendar 1969 


[Dollar amounts in millions] 



Number 
of banks 

Employee 

benefit 

accomtsf 

Other 

trust 

accounts % 

Total 

trust 

accounts 

Agency 
accounts \ 

j 

Total, 
trust and 
agency 
accounts 

Trust 

department 

income 

amounts {Dollar 
in thousands) 

United States 

1,678 

42, 551 

71,738 

114,289 

30, 249 

144, 536 

565, 815 

Alabama 

27 

205 

789 

994 

119 

1, 113 

4, 753 

Alaska 

4 

11 

24 

34 

17 

51 

181 

Arizona 

2 

35 

465 

500 

38 

538 

3, 877 

Arkansas 

30 

26 

226 

252 

13 

265 

1, 137 

California 

17 

4,092 

7, 725 

11,817 

1,421 

13, 238 

72, 135 

Colorado 

30 

253 

1,099 

1,352 

318 

1,670 

11, 150 

Connecticut 

11 

271 

1,472 

1, 744 

817 

2,561 

9,676 

Delaware 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

District of Columbia || 

6 

284 

1,051 

1,335 

901 

2,237 

7,617 

Florida 

82 

284 

2,702 

2,986 

348 

3, 334 

15, 110 

Georgia 

26 

299 

1,049 

1,348 

1,416 

2,765 

8,098 

Hawaii 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Idaho 

3 

9 

50 

59 

22 

81 

437 

Illinois 

161 

6,298 

5,745 

12, 043 

3, 821 

15, 865 

57, 172 

Indiana 

95 

345 

2,032 

2,377 

820 

3, 197 

11,066 

Iowa 

47 

74 

419 

493 

232 

725 

3, 023 

Kansas 

45 

45 

405 

451 

88 

539 

2, 548 

Kentucky 

52 

39 

296 

335 

165 

501 

1,825 

Louisiana 

20 

114 

223 

337 

77 

414 

2, 149 

Maine 

17 

30 

226 

256 

73 

329 

1,702 

Maryland 

11 

123 

538 

661 

353 

1,014 

3, 335 

Massachusetts 

45 

1,481 

2,393 

3, 874 

963 

4,836 

20,464 

Michigan 

34 

3, 168 

2,445 

5,613 

1,200 

6,813 

18, 051 

Minnesota 

21 

813 

1,612 

2,425 

744 

3, 169 

13, 279 

Mississippi 

20 

42 

160 

202 

8 

210 

1, 181 

Missouri 

34 

490 

2,067 

2,557 

822 

3, 379 

12,888 

Montana 

12 

5 

42 

47 

13 

60 

356 

Nebraska 

19 

134 

537 

671 

188 

859 

3, 950 

Nevada 

3 

5 

205 

209 

17 

226 

1, 341 

New Hampshire 

19 

7 

131 

138 

63 

201 

729 

New Jersey 

84 

258 

1,668 

1,926 

658 

2, 582 

15, 653 

New Mexico 

18 

18 

193 

210 

36 

246 

980 

New York 

76 

13,373 

8,428 

21.801 

6, 468 

28, 270 

101, 359 

North Carolina 

16 

798 

1,644 

2,443 

499 

2, 942 

10, 265 

North Dakota 

10 

14 

72 

86 

9 

96 

619 

Ohio 

58 

1,534 

3, 874 

5,408 

968 

6,376 

19,474 

Oklahoma 

38 

202 

798 

1,000 

255 

1,255 

4, 929 

Oregon 

2 

208 

610 

819 

106 

924 

5, 044 

Pennsylvania 

138 

4,430 

7,874 

12, 304 

2, 567 

14, 871 

45, 804 

Rhode Island 

3 

193 

1, 120 

1,313 

354 

1,667 

7, 149 

South Carolina 

7 

95 

364 

458 

57 

515 

2, 123 

South Dakota 

9 

19 

69 

88 

11 

99 

690 

Tennessee 

30 

140 

1, 107 

1,247 

523 

1, 770 

6, 823 

Texas 

137 

1,489 

3,783 

5,272 

1, 180 

6,452 

29, 139 

Utah 

2 

69 

144 

213 

10 

223 

1,085 

Vermont 

11 

3 

44 

48 

11 

59 

386 

Virginia 

50 

182 

1,223 

1,405 

739 

2, 144 

8, 185 

Washington 

11 

298 

1,307 

1,605 

298 

1,902 

9,474 

West Virginia 

32 

21 

306 

327 

29 

356 

1,566 

Wisconsin 

38 

219 

935 

1, 154 

365 

1,520 

5, 551 

Wyoming 

14 

3 

49 

52 

23 

75 

287 


*As of December 31, 1969. 

fEmployee benefit accounts include all accounts for which the bank acts as trustee, regardless of whether investments are 
partially, or wholly, directed by others. Insured plans or portions of plans funded by insurance are omitted, as are employee benefit 
accounts held as agent. 

lincludes all accounts, except employee benefit accounts and corporate accounts, for which the bank acts in the following, or 
similar capacities; Trustee (regardless of whether investments are directed by others), executor, administrator, guardian; omits 
all agency accounts and accounts for which the bank acts as registrar of stock and bonds, assignee, receiver, safekeeping agent, 
custodian, escrow agent, or similar capacities. 

§Includes both managing agency and advisory agency accounts. 

II Includes National and non-National banks in the District of Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of the 
Currency. 

Note; Data may not add to totals because of rounding. 
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Table B-40 

Common trust funds of National and State banks, by Stales, 1968 and 1969* 



Number of banks 
with common 
trust funds 

Number of com-' 
man trust funds 

Number of account 
participations 

Total assets {Dollar 
amounts in millions) 

Percent change in 
in assets 


1968 

1969 

1968 

1969 

1968 

1969 

1968 

1969 

1967-68 

1968-69 

United States 

602 

642 


1,590 

343, 590 

373, 083 

$9, 553. 5 

$9, 203. 2 

14.4 

-3. 7 

Alabama 

7 

7 

16 

14 

2. 338 

2,427 

28. 0 

28. 3 

23. 9 

1. 1 

Alaska 

1 

1 

1 

1 

51 

52 

0. 7 

0. 8 

16. 7 

14. 3 

Arizona 

4 

4 

13 

15 

3, 131 

3,446 

107. 7 

109. 5 

30. 7 

1. 7 

Arkansas 

4 

7 

8 

12 

1, 141 

1,388 

14. 8 

15. 7 

24.4 

6. 1 

California 

13 

12 

41 

42 

26, 847 

24, 983 

716. 7 

596. 2 

16. 9 

-16.8 

Colorado 

16 

17 

34 

43 

6,630 

7, 892 

230. 1 

192.9 

15. 2 

-16.2 

Connecticut 

17 

18 

44 

55 

9,007 

10, 658 

261. 1 

306.2 

31. 5 

17.3 

Delaware 

3 

3 

11 

13 

3. 260 

3, 405 

94.2 

109. 8 

13.4 

16.6 

District of Columbia 

6 

6 

12 

11 

3,041 

3, 488 

104.4 

95.0 

5. 3 

-9.0 

Florida 

21 

24 

52 

58 

4, 734 

.5, 185 

105. 4 

103.2 

23.3 

-2. I 

Georgia 

10 

12 

22 

28 

5, 667 

6,488 

137.9 

177.4 

15.8 

28.6 

Hawaii 

3 

3 

8 

10 

1, 790 

2,011 

37. 2 

43. I 

35. 8 

15. 9 

Idaho 

3 

3 

5 

7 

923 

1, 284 

12. 4 

21. 7 

65. 3 

75.0 

Illinois 

22 

27 

.56 

65 

13,003 

14, 183 

520. 7 

491.0 

14.2 

-5. 7 

Indiana 

17 

22 

42 

.54 

,5, 1 16 

5, 660 

107. 1 

95. 5 

28.0 

-10.8 

Iowa 

4 

5 

9 

10 

1,249 

1,382 

30. 0 

29. 1 

38.9 

-3.0 

Kansas 

7 

8 

14 

16 

948 

1,,322 

16. 9 

18. 5 

21. 6 

9.5 

Kentucky 

8 

8 

19 

22 

3, 076 

3,379 

62. 9 

62.7 

24.3 

-. 3 

Louisiana 

3 

3 

6 

7 

408 

593 

6.2 

9. 3 

59.0 

50.0 

Maine 

9 

10 

21 

24 

2.836 

3, 199 

76. 7 

76.9 

14.6 

.3 

Maryland 

7 

7 

18 

21 

6,524 

7,010 

178. 6 

162. 9 

-. 3 

-8. 8 

Massachusetts 

28 

28 

62 

68 

14,908 

13, 836 

552.5 

455. 7 

7. 7 

-17.5 

Michigan 

14 

17 

43 

.54 

10,319 

12, 588 

290. 5 

332.4 

34. 5 

14.4 

Minnesota 

13 

14 

38 

39 

7,286 

7, 890 

168. 7 

148.4 

35.4 

-12.0 

Mississippi 

3 

3 

7 

6 

1,913 

1,269 

29. 1 

14. 8 

49. 2 

-49. 1 

Missouri 

10 

10 

26 

27 

11,658 

11, 798 

327. 7 

296.6 

10. 8 

-9.5 

Montana 

4 

4 

6 

6 

730 

770 

9. 9 

9.5 

30. 3 

4.0 

Nebraska 

5 

5 

9 

9 

2,607 

2. 914 

56. 8 

61.4 

50. 7 

8. 1 

Nevada 

1 

1 

3 

3 

554 

568 

9. 4 

8.6 

10. 6 

-8.5 

New Hampshire 

4 

4 

6 

6 

364 

365 

13.2 

11.8 

15.8 

-10.6 

New Jersey 

22 

20 

49 

44 

7,863 

7, 356 

151. 9 

128. 2 

19.5 

-15.6 

New Mexico 

3 

4 

9 

12 

1,584 

1,809 

31.4 

33. 9 

19.4 

8.0 

New York 

26 

27 

84 

86 

30, 244 

32, 275 

1, 613.4 
221.9 

1,466.4 

5. 4 

-9. 1 

North Carolina 

1 1 

11 

27 

28 

10,0,52 

9,985 

218.4 

16.2 

-1.6 

North Dakota 

3 

3 

8 

11 

839 

961 

7. 9 

8. 1 

21. 5 

2. 5 

Ohio 

33 

33 

96 

94 

13,624 

14,663 

405. 1 

367. 2 

16. 4 

-9.4 

Oklahoma 

6 

6 

16 

16 

1, 732 

1, 886 

49. 7 

50. 7 

30. 8 

2.0 

Oregon 

4 

4 

13 

14 

5,500 

5, 342 

107. 6 

94. 9 

9. 6 

-11. 8 

Pennsylvania. 

88 

90 

173 

187 

67, 628 

70, 705 

1,531.2 

1, 378. 6 

11. 6 

-10.0 

Rhode Island 

3 

3 

13 

14 

2,282 

2,483 

58. 2 

56. 1 

12.6 

-3.6 

South Carolina 

3 

3 

7 

7 

2,233 

2, 074 

29. 7 

26. 5 

8.4 

-10.8 

South Dakota 

.3 

5 

9 

13 

822 

934 

9. 2 

10. 6 

24. 3 

15.2 

Tennessee 

9 

10 

15 

22 

2. 386 

3, 492 

49. 2 

73. 1 

-9. 7 

48. 6 

Texas 

44 

49 

86 

108 

12,291 

13, 633 

362. 2 

372. 2 

25.9 

2.8 

Utah 

5 

5 

10 

11 

2,680 

2, 739 

32. 7 

32. 1 

11.6 

-1.8 

Vermont 

6 

6 

13 

11 

1,078 

1,061 

10. 8 

10. 5 

13. 7 

-2.8 

Virginia 

26 

28 

61 

67 

9,632 

9, 505 

235. 2 

226. 0 

20.9 

-3. 9 

Washington 

7 

8 

22 

25 

6, 740 

7, 420 

154.5 

1.56. 9 

12. 2 

1.6 

West Virginia 

11 

13 

17 

19 

1,614 

1, 755 

20.6 

23. 3 

20.5 

13. 1 

Wisconsin 

19 

20 

47 

53 

10,649 

21,489 

163.3 

383. 9 

23. 4 

135. 1 

Wyoming 

1 

1 

2 

2 

58 

83 

0.4 

0. 6 


50.0 


♦These figures were derived from a survey of banks and trust companies operating common trust funds. Data cu-e for the last 
valuation date in 1968 and 1969. 


Note ; Data may not add to totals because of rounding. 
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Remarks of William B. Camp, Comptroller of the Currency, Before the Arkansas Bankers 

Convention, May 12, 1969 


One of the most heartening things I see, wherever I 
go, is the strength and soundness of our National Bank- 
ing System — and indeed the healthy growth and steady 
progress of the commercial banking system as a whole. 

I am confident that this is because the banks of 
this Nation are remarkably alert in anticipating and 
meeting the needs of the customers they serve. New 
tools, new techniques, and new methods of approach 
to the business of banking help make this possible. 
But it takes the imagination and ingenuity of progres- 
sive management to put these processes to effective 
use. Management, in turn, is spurred by the healthy, 
competitive spirit that drives individuals to the better 
performance of any job they undertake. And the in- 
evitable result is to produce the greatest possible 
good — at the lowest possible price — to the public they 
serve. 

This kind of progress is as old as our Nation, which 
long ago committed itself and its people to the com- 
petitive free enterprise system. It has not always gone 
forward at the same pace, but it has always gone in 
the same direction. Bluntly speaking, free enterprise 
is a system of economic selfishness; but it is a selfishness 
that, to borrow from Lincoln, has added the fuel of 
interest to the fire of American genius. It is a form of 
enlightened self-interest that— in a not very mysterious 
manner — has done more to raise the economic stand- 
ards of mankind than has any system of economic 
altruism ever devised. 

American free enterprise is a far cry from the labsez 
faire economic philosophy of Adam Smith, which 
flourished during the first century of our country’s in- 
dependence. The essential difference lies in our recog- 
nizing the economic complexities and strains that have 
grown out of highly mechanized industrialization and 
in meeting them with measures based upon essentially 
American principles. 

All of our history demonstrates the vital importance 
of an alert and aggressi\e banking system in our 
steady industrial progress. Without it, any nation’s 
resources will lie dormant, and the skills and talents 
of its people will find no effectiv e means of expression. 
Once begun, however, the job of shaping and re- 


shaping an effective banking system has no foreseeable 
end. At each stage of our expanding growth, the prog- 
ress we have made lays new demands upon the bank- 
ing system that helped to bring about the achievements 
realized. At almost any moment in time, therefore, the 
good banker is challenged with the necessity to be- 
come a better banker — and the goal of becoming the 
best seems as elusive as ever. 

Undoubtedly, the mainspring of the effective ac- 
tivity of our free enterprise system is initiative, and as 
I said before, that initiativ^e stems from self-interest. 
Americans are free to buy and sell, to change their 
jobs and start new businesses, to advertise and market 
their goods and services — all of us have benefitted 
greatly from these freedoms because each knows that 
the greater his efforts, the greater will be the rewards 
for him and his family. 

A banking system able to support and serve an 
economy growing with such boundless energy as ours 
must take on the same qualities of initiative and 
enterprise. If it does not, other financial institutions 
will be quick to seize the opportunities that are over- 
looked or left unsatisfied. 

Each of you, I am sure, knows examples of this 
within your own experience. And I am well aware of 
the particularly keen frustrations that arise when 
initiative is shackled by what are regarded as artificial 
barriers to normal patterns of growth and expansion. 

While in process of preparing my remarks to you 
today, I received a publication entitled “Freedom of 
Choice” sponsored by The Magazine Publishers Asso- 
ciation, an association of 365 leading U.S. magazines. 
While thumbing through this publication, a caption on 
one of the pages immediately caught my eye. In bold 
print at the top of the page was, “Don’t throw the 
baby out with the bathwater.” I was quite impressed by 
the contents of that particular page, as it set forth 
the basic theme of my talk to you today. With your 
indulgence, I would like to read it to you; 

There’s a funny thing about the American economy. Ask 
any two economists what makes it tick and you’ve started a 
debate. 

Because, the simple, ingenuous truth of the matter is this: 
nobody really knows or agrees on all the influences that 
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combine to give it muscle. Or, where all its weaknesses 
may lie. 

All you’ll get agreement on is that it seems to work. It has 
produced the broadest and most abundant prosperity in all 
the histories of man * * * the highest standard of living 
for the greatest number of people. 

The heart of this restless, surging, vital economy is and 
always has been: free competition. That’s what has distin- 
guished it from the managed economies of the Old 
World • * * economies managed either by government or 
by cartel. 

Competition has been the sharp spur that has produced 
the incredible variety of products and services we have today. 
It has produced the endless innovations that have made life 
easier to live. More enjoyable. More rewarding. 

It has encouraged manufacturers to build more things » * ♦ 
and build them better * » * and at lower prices. They 
have to build more and better * » » and the prices have 
to be right * * * or the consumer stops buying. Because, 
the other side of free competition is your free choice in the 
marketplace. 

This is the astonishing power of the American consumer. 
He can make or break the largest businesses with a nod or a 
shake of the head. He has the choice. He has the ballot of 
the dollar. 

That’s why it is disturbing to find people of influence in 
America today who would like to make both free com- 
petition and free choice a little less free. They may concede 
that the system has produced some great results but they’d 
like to “fix it a little.” There are too many kinds of olives, 
they say. Let’s standardize. Company “A” spends more on 
advertising than Company “B”, and that’s unfair competi- 
tion, they plead. Let’s regulate. 

Yet, our system was built on exactly the opposite kind of 
thinking. Regulation doesn’t stimulate competition. It tends 
to make all products the same. 

How much can you interfere with the competitive econ- 
omy, which has brought us so many benefits, without damag- 
ing it? The truth is, nobody knows. The “little” fixes may 
someday add up to quite a lot. 

Of course, any economy needs some regulation — but let’s 
he sure that we don’t throw out the baby with the bath water. 

The growth and relocation of population centers, 
the formation of new industries to produce new 
products, the expansion of communication and trans- 
portation facilities, the increased requirements for 
higher job skills, the growing affluence of our people 
and the variety of leisure activities open to them, and 
technological improvements in industrial processes — 
all of these forces and developments have placed in- 
sistent new demands upon the financial institutions of 
the Nation. 

The manner in which alert and progressive banks 
have met these demands has encouraged and heartened 
all of us who believe that banks should be free to 
provide the widest variety of financial services possible, 
as long as they offer no threat to bank solvency and 
liquidity. The range of these services is constantly 
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e.xpanding, due partly to a new spirit of increased 
awareness of the opportunities represented and partly 
to regulatory policies ever more responsive to the needs 
of the banks and of their customers. From time to 
time, individual banks which feel hampered by what 
they regard as restrictive policies of one regulatory 
system apply for conversion to another. 

I might say in this connection, that the Comptroller’s 
Office welcomes these expressions of free choice in 
whichever system seems best suited to serve the public 
needs. 

Evidence of this new vitality in all phases of bank- 
ing activity is readily apparent. Banks across the 
country have become more skillful and active competi- 
tors for the resources they need to sustain and enlarge 
the scope of their activities. They have vastly enlarged 
the use of certificates of deposit, capital debentures, 
and promissory notes— and they have searched more 
actively for ways to attract savings deposits — in order 
to adjust and accommodate to the needs of savers and 
investors. 

The growing requirements of industry and com- 
merce also have inspired the revitalized spirit of enter- 
prise in the banking industry. Leasing and factoring 
services have multiplied. Foreign trade financing has 
been more actively pursued as our exports have 
increased. 

The application of computer technology to bank- 
ing has promoted the performance of payroll and 
accounting services for their customers, as well as the 
leasing of excess computer capacity. Larger staffs of 
expert personnel have provided the base for a broader 
range of advisory services to industry and commerce. 
Local governments have been aided immensely through 
the underwriting of sound bond issues and the exten- 
sion of community development loans. And wherever 
competition from banks in the underwriting field has 
led to lower financing costs, individual taxpayers have 
benefitted directly and substantially. 

These examples are only illustrative of the rebirth 
of initiative in banking. — but they demonstrate both 
the unrealized potential during the past years of 
neglect and the shining promise of a banking industry 
now imaginatively attuned to a more vital role in the 
Nation’s progress. In this search to enlarge the range 
of activities in which banks may put to work their 
unmatched capacities to perform financial services — 
as well as in their efforts to expand into growing new 
markets and develop or combine into units of the most 
efficient size — we are witnessing the finest expressions 
of the renaissance of those qualities of innovation and 
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initiative that have fired the engines of enterprise 
throughout our society. 

Few things are more difficult to accept than change, 
and no change arouses more opposition than that 
which comes from an unexpected quarter. The degree 
of opposition raised by bank competitors to some of 
these innovations is, in itself, a testament to their far- 
reaching importance. But the revived assertiveness of 
banks has demonstrated once again the advantages 
that flow to the public from enlivened competition. 

We properly expect from banks the exercise of a 
degree of prudence in their operations beyond that 
required in most other businesses. But it is imprudent, 
unwise, and wasteful to restrain banks from the per- 
formance of any financial function that will not impair 
their solvency and liquidity. I think we all have a 
positive responsibility to try to eliminate any obstacles 
that hamper the effective functioning of this crucial 
component in the advance of our society and our 
economy. 

In many cases, only larger banks can effectively 
serve the financial requirements of the growing number 
of industrial and commercial enterprises whose opera- 
tions are spreading throughout our broad national 
markets and beyond our shores. 

When reasonably planned, soundly conceived, and 
broadly beneficial combinations of banking assets are 
proposed, they frequently incur the hostility of those 
whose concept of competition is limited solely to the 
numbers of units involved. It is easy — and superficial, 
in my judgment — to focus attention on the quantity 
of competing banking units that now exist and to con- 
clude that any lessening of these numbers will act as 
a restraint on trade. Quite often, the quality of effec- 
tive competition that can result from a beneficial 
merger is either minimized or overlooked entirely by 
those who are hostile to size alone. Those who suffer 
most from arbitrary restraints on growth by both 
merger and branching processes are the individual 
communities and their citizens whose full potential 
remains unrealized because of an insufficiency of lo- 
cally accessible financing. 

These deficiencies may be local in nature, but they 
are also a matter of national concern, for wherever 
any of our productive power remains at low ebb, it 
diminishes our total national effort. 

I believe, therefore, that we must continue to work 
for the full realization of the great potential of the 
banking industry. Our aim should be to fashion and 
sustain a banking system that responds swiftly to new 
demands and opportunities, that alertly applies new 
techniques which enhance proficiency of operations, 
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and that persistently searches for new functions that 
can be performed safely and prudently. In the process, 
I believe that growth in size of units, through effective 
combination of complementary functions, is a necessary 
corollary to growth in service capacity. 

These goals are fully consonant with the best tra- 
ditions of our private free enterprise system. Nothing 
less will allow our banking system to fulfill its essential 
role in the Nation’s future. Remarkable as our past 
has been, I am confident that we are entering a new 
era of achievement in banking service that will far 
outdistance any other accomplishment we have known. 

Remarks of William B. Camp, Comptroller of 

THE Currency, Before the National Bank 

Division of the American Bankers Assocution, 

Honolulu, Hawaii, September 29, 1969 

In recent years, I have done a good deal of traveling, 
and I have had the enviable opportunity to meet and 
renew acquaintances with a great many banker friends 
from all parts of our country. I look upon these oppor- 
tunities in many ways as fringe benefits of my job, be- 
cause the occasions are always pleasant ones, and the 
friendships that are formed and strengthened are 
among my most cherished memories. 

As some of you may know, I am now in ray 33d year 
with the Comptroller’s Office. Most of these years were 
spent as a bank examiner, and I must say that nothing 
has given me the same sense of satisfaction and accom- 
plishment as examining banks. 

I have a particular fondness for the American 
Bankers Association. Our relationship is a close and 
harmonious one. 

So, when I say — as all speakers do — that I am 
pleased to be with you today, I know you will appreci- 
ate the sincerity of my feelings. 

But companionship amid pleasant surroundings is 
certainly not my main purpose in attending meetings 
such as yours. I learn from every banker I talk to. I hear 
about the problems and opportunities of large banks 
and small. I am grateful for these contacts because 
I am convinced that the whole process of bank regu- 
lation is improved — to our mutual benefit — when those 
of us on opposite sides of the line of authority under- 
stand each other better, and the inevitable result is to 
produce the greatest possible good — at the lowest pos- 
sible price — to the public we serve. 

It has been said that many mountains have been 
climbed and oceans crossed merely because they were 
there. Some even view the historic feats of our coura- 
geous astronauts in these same terms. I am certain that 
many of our bankers must be appalled and even con- 
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fused by the impression that some of the recent sug- 
gested innovations in bank regulatory policy rested on 
this dubious basis, but without the positive hopes of 
other ventures into the unknown. 

Banks have often represented a convenient scape- 
goat for deficiencies in other segments of our eco- 
nomic spectrum. The regulatory power has been 
accepted and there to use for more than a century. 
Increasingly, the daily lives of our citizens have been 
deeply influenced by banking policy. The mysteries of 
finance have been jjerhaps the least understood in our 
economy. And the public image of banks, it must be 
confessed, has not always been the finest. 

We find a reflection of these facts in a number of 
often contradictory ways. Essentially, the confusion 
has stemmed from the question of how competitive the 
regulated industry of banking should be in an other- 
wise largely competitive economy. Even though bank- 
ing has been, for more than a century, a closely regu- 
lated industry, some have sought to make it behave as 
though it were fully competitive. Yet others have criti- 
cized almost every act of banks to operate more com- 
petitively — by allocating its products through the price 
mechanism, by expanding to markets that aflford bet- 
ter prospects, by oflfering services that permit fuller use 
of its facilities, and by organizing in forms that allow 
the greatest latitude in gamering capital and per- 
forming efficiently. 

Banks are, it might be said, “sitting ducks” for anti- 
trust prosecution — based on a purely competitive 
ideology — since their plans under the law must be 
made and furnished to public authorities before their 
consummation. The danger of favoritism in loans has 
been cited as a principal basis for opposition to one- 
bank holding companies, yet banks are being asked, as 
they must be in the present inflationary climate, to ra- 
tion loans according to their own standards. Bank 
mergers and the diversification of banking activities 
have been widely opposed, yet banks are being per- 
suaded to accept, voluntarily, riskier and less lucrative 
types of loans in furtherance of the Nation’s social and 
economic policies. 

The result of these contradictory thmsts has been 
to make more complex the tasks of bankers and those 
who regulate banks. We can cope with these challenges 
only if we can gain a better perspective of their im- 
plications and a broader understanding of their 
meaning. 

The factor we need most to bear in mind is that 
banks are private enterprises, and that they compete 
with other private enterprises in the markets for capi- 
tal and labor. The markets they serve are also largely 
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private in nature, and in substantial degree they com- 
pete in those markets with other private institutions 
that remain largely free of public controls. For these 
reasons, if banks ai'e to perform effectively they must 
meet the needs of a private enterprise economy. 

The essential hallmark of a private enterprise sys- 
tem is its principal reliance on individual initiative to 
identify and serve public needs. Public controls in such 
a system are properly justified only where private initia- 
tive can demonstrably not be relied upon to serve pub- 
lic needs. And, perhaps more significantly, the role of 
public authority should be carefully patterned and 
clearly confined to the limited needs that private enter- 
prise cannot effectively serve. 

It should not be surprising that the facts have not 
always conformed to these principles. The nature of 
public needs are constantly changing, and the need 
for and the effectiveness of public controls are not 
always accurately foreseen. As elsewhere in our society, 
moreover, the forces of inertia often foreclose or delay 
required change. 

The regulation of banking has not been free from 
these defects. As the regulation of banking developed, 
it became clear that only two considerations merited 
public control — the solvency and the liquidity of such 
institutions. But the consequences of public controls are 
to be found, not so much in the bare legal provisions, 
as in the spirit in which they are administered, and in 
the effects they have on the vitality and strength of 
the industries that are regulated. 

This has been particularly evident in the case of 
banking. Because of a faulty understanding of its role 
in the depression of the thirties, bank regulation be- 
came inordinately severe, and this attitude found re- 
flection both in the public image of banking and the 
conduct of bankers themselves. Unfortunately, these 
debilitating factors persisted during much of the sub- 
sequent years of the Nation’s most rapid technological 
changes and economic growth, and, despite recent ef- 
forts to modernize bank regulation and banking prac- 
tices, we still labor under some remnants of outmoded 
attitudes and images. 

This constricting concept of banking and bank reg- 
ulation is particularly damaging- — not only to the in- 
dustry itself, but to the public at large — in the present 
age of unparalleled technological advance and eco- 
nomic growth. Despite the governmentally and self- 
imposed limitations on banking functions that 
prevailed in much of the past quarter century, banks 
have nevertheless remained the single most significant 
source of vital financing for the Nation’s economic de- 
velopment. But the tasks that lie ahead will be im- 
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measurably greater, and the challenges to our ingenu- 
ity and productive power will be correspondingly 
enlarged. 

The course of technological change leaves in its 
wake not only the task of financing the growth of new 
industries, but also the even more difficult problem of 
finding new outlets for the talents and energies of those 
who are displaced by these advances. This, however, is 
only one aspect of the broader revolution that is taking 
place in the generally accepted standards of perform- 
ance of our society and our economy. Improved and 
more widespread education and communication will 
bring more incisive criticism and greater demands and 
more insistent requirements for a better life, as we are 
beginning to see. 

These mounting needs will call for the most re- 
sourceful measures we can conceive — and the margin 
of ineffectiveness that may be tolerated wall surely 
diminish. Both government and private enterprise will 
have to share these new tasks. But the dangers of pre- 
serving the scope of private initiative will be greatest. 
They can be overcome only if determined efforts are 
sustained to maximize the creativity and vigor of indi- 
vidual enterprise, and public policies are wisely directed 
to this aim. 

These concerns have particular validity for the 
banking industry, not only because of the crucial part 
it may play in the financing of enterprise, but also be- 
cause governmental policies ma)' either hinder or ad- 
vance the level of its performance, .^t no time has the 
necessity been more urgent to shape these policies so 
that we may realize the fullest capabilities of this in- 
dustry. A philosophy of regulation that is founded 
largely on fears of abuse, rather than hopes of achieve- 
ment, cannot cope with the needs we wall face. It is 
wholly unsuited to an age of dynamic change. 

Few' things are more difficult to accept than change, 
and no change arouses more opposition than that 
w'hich comes from an unexpected quarter. The degree 
of opposition raised by bank competitors to some of 
these innovative, necessarty and constructive changes 
i.s, in itself, a testament to their far-reaching impor- 
tance. Those who suffer most from arbitrary restraints 
on the growth of our banking system are the individ- 
ual communities and their citizens, whose full poten- 
tial remains unrealized because of an insufficiency of 
locally accessible financing. 

The question of efficiency has become increasingly 
a matter of utmost concern. The same factors that 
have led to industrial and business units of large size 
and broader geographic scojre are making their in- 
fluence felt in the financial community. 


If trained people needed to provide the most ef- 
fective and efficient banking services are to be 
attracted and held to this industry, and if the new 
technology' constantly emerging in our economy is to 
be properly applied to banking, then banks must be 
expected to grow to a size sufficient to meet the com- 
petition for personnel and to utilize the most advanced 
methods and techniques of operation. 

There is now’ — as there alw'ays has been — a proper 
basis for public regulation of banking. But I can find 
no justifiable basis for such controls beyond the need 
to preserve the solvency and liquidity of banks, sustain 
their competitive effectiveness, and allow them to 
maintain the highest level of creativity and operating 
efficiency within these limits. 

In the end, it is the public's needs that determine 
the viability of any regulatory policy in a democratic 
society. Any differences which may now divide us in 
the field of banking policy rest largely, I believe, on a 
failure to perceive the full meaning of the changes that 
are now taking place in our society and our economy — 
and the implications these changes have for the re- 
sponsibilities the banking industry shall be called upon 
to perform. It is to a better understanding of these 
facts that our attention should be devoted. 

I believe, therefore, that we must continue to work 
for the full realization of the great potential of the 
banking industry. Our aim should be to fashion and 
sustain a banking system that responds swiftly to new 
demands and opportunities, that alertly applies new 
techniques which enhance proficiency of operations, 
and that persistently searches for new functions that 
can be performed safe!)’ and prudently. In the process, 
I believe that grosvth in size of units, through effective 
combination of complementaiy functions, is a neces- 
sary corollary to growth in service capacity. 

Tliese goals are fully consonant with the best tradi- 
tions of our private free enterprise system. Nothing 
less will allow' our banking system to fulfill its essen- 
tial role in the Nation's future. Remarkable as our past 
has been, I am confident that we are entering a new 
era of achievement in banking service that will far 
outdistance any other accomplishment we have known. 

I am well aware that you and other leaders of the 
American economy are facing a task of unique diffi- 
culty if the future path of American civilization is to 
be traversed w’ithout the loss of more and more free- 
dom and independence. 

If our problems are to be solved through the demo- 
cratic process of intelligent, self-disciplined action by 
our people as a whole, there must be leaders in thought 
and action to whom the people can look for both 
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precept and example. You bankers fit that role, for 
by setting a true standard for others to follow, you 
can reorient the attitude of American business and 
the American people with respect to worthwhile eco- 
nomic goals and enlightened means to attain them. 

George Bernard Shaw once cynically observed: 
“Liberty means responsibility. That is why most men 
dread it.” 

The American people, under the leadership of those 
best suited by training and position to lead, can and 
must prove themselves worthy of liberty in accomplish- 
ing and discharging their responsibilities. Only in this 
way can we preserve the fundamentals of the free, 
unregimented economic system that has been the 
wonder of the world. 

In closing, I wish to assure you that our Office will 
continue to be responsive to the efforts of our banks 
to serve the evergrowing needs of their customers, their 
communities and our Nation as a whole. 

Lecture of Dean E. Miller, Deputy Comptroller 

FOR Trusts, Before the Assemblies of Bank 

Directors of the Southwest School of Bank- 
ing, Palm Springs, Calif., February 24 , 1969 

At the risk of being presumptuous, I propose to take 
a “definitional” approach to my subject this afternoon 
by beginning with an attempt to answer the question, 
“What is a trust department?” There are a number 
of possible answers to this question, and I will give 
you three. 

First would be the technical answer. The trust de- 
partment is really the fiduciary department of the 
bank. It is there that the bank acts in fiduciary capaci- 
ties. Usually this means where it acts as trustee, 
executor, administrator or guardian— the so-called 
“true fiduciary” accounts, a characterization which I 
detest. However, inasmuch as “fiduciary” has a 
broader definition, the activities of the bank trust 
department includes other capacities. Basically speak- 
ing, “fiduciary” means having trust and confidence. 
This definition is broad enough to include agencies 
within its purview, and so it is that bank trust depart- 
ments act in a number of agency capacities, involving 
varying degrees of discretion. The trust depart- 
ment also includes some activities which are somewhat 
anomalous when related to the definition of fiduciary. 
Those would include such duties as registrar and trans- 
fer agent, which are performed by trust departments 
largely as a matter of statutory accident. 

So much for the technical definition. Let me now 
offer you a couple of practical ones. The trust depart- 
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ment can be an auxiliary department of the bank— 
an instrumentality if you will — ^where the fiduciary 
needs of the commercial customers of the bank are 
taken care of. Most such auxiliary departments, at least 
in the smaller banks, aren’t profitable in dollar-and- 
cent terms. 

One thing which is not fully understood about such 
departments is that management always decides to 
have this kind of operation. This decision may not 
have been made formally or consciously, however. 
A bank will unconsciously decide to operate its trust 
department solely as an auxiliary, a byproduct of a 
series of decisions over an extended period of time. 
It makes the decision to take the trust account of a 
commercial customer without consideration of its 
profitability. It makes the decision to allocate new 
resources to other areas such as promising young 
e.xecutives, clerical help, space, equipment, or pay 
raises. It may decide to make innovations only to 
meet competition. By doing these things, the bank has 
made the decision to operate the trust department as 
an instrumentality, whether or not its management is 
aware of it. 

Please do not misunderstand, I do not mean by this 
to demean trust departments which are so operated. 
It may be the best decision for a bank in this day 
of acute scarcity of qualified management personnel. 
Limited resources may dictate it, or because of the 
limited possibilities of a locality, it may be inevitable. 
That decision, however, is one which should be made 
formally, as a policy, and implemented in a series of 
supplemental decisions designed to control the cost 
and preserve the quality of the services performed. 
This is where most banks go wrong. 

By now the third definition of a trust department has 
become obvious. It may be a constituent department 
of the bank which is contributing in its own right 
to the bank’s profits. Where this is the case in a small 
bank, it usually results from an express policy decision 
to do so, unless it is in a highly unusual situation. The 
decision to operate a profitable department must be 
supplemented by some specifics, which may be quite 
painful. The bank must decide what business, in what 
amounts, is required to make a profit, and adhere to 
that decision. This may mean turning down a number 
of accounts offered by good customers, and charging 
higher fees than the competition. The bank must 
assign good men, of ability and promise to the depart- 
ment — men who in all probability would make good 
lending officers — and then promote them, and give 
them assistance. You will recall the dismal figures 
presented to this Assembly, taken from a survey of 
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salaries of chief executive officers. What was true for 
that group goes in spades for trust officers. 

A bank which wishes to operate a profitable depart- 
ment must develop a vigorous new business operation. 
It must also be prepared to innovate new services. Here 
are some examples in the common fund field. 'iVliile 
the establishment of a full-blown common trust fund 
is likely to be clumsy and inefficient for small banks, 
it is little recognized that the Federal regulations fairly 
easily permit setting up smaller and less formal com- 
mon funds. Regulation 9 permits the establishment of 
such funds subject to virtually no formal requirements, 
as long as the amount invested therein for any particu- 
lar account does not exceed $10,000, the overall size 
of the fund does not exceed $100,000, or the number of 
participating accounts does not exceed 99. There may 
be impediments in the law of a particular State to the 
establishment of these informal common funds, but 
there are none in the Federal regulations. 

There are several justifications for the use of com- 
mon funds which are not fully realized. The usual one 
is achievement of diversification of investments for 
small accounts. However, common funds can also pro- 
vide operating economies. They can enable the bank to 
standardize and formalize its investment-decision proc- 
ess. The portfolio of the trust department can be 
markedly reduced, enabling the trust officers to pay 
more attention to each holding and get better invest- 
ment results. In addition, it cuts the paperwork in- 
volved in changing investments and thus promotes 
greater efficiency. Larger banks can obtain several ad- 
vantages from the establishment of multiple special 
purpose funds. I am constantly amazed at the number 
of banks in the medium size classification which still 
have only one balanced common trust fund. This, in 
my opinion, provides little advantage over individual 
portfolios. Banks of this size might do well to consider 
the establishment of equity and fixed-income funds. 

Another potential area of innovation, to which I 
would call your attention, solely by way of e.xaniple, 
is in the development of procedures for permitting the 
handling of smaller accounts. For example, in some 
localities banks have entered into arrangements with 
brokerage houses to come up with means of handling 
self-employed individuals’ retirement trusts econom- 
ically and profitably. Basically, these arrangements in- 
volve leaving custody of the trusts’ securities at the 
broker, subject to suitable safeguards, and the making 
of the investment decisions for the accounts by the self- 
employed person, as the Smathers-Keogh Act specifi- 
cally permits, also subject to suitable safeguards. 

As I said before these are only examples. As you are 


well aware, a trust department can be a ver)' important 
aspect of the bank’s operation. It can be in many cases 
a profitmaker. We all too readily assume that a small 
department is inherently unprofitable. In addition, the 
trust department can be responsible for the bank’s en- 
tire image in the community — either positi\e or 
negative. 

Let me now devote some time to the responsibility 
of the director of the trust department. Lffiderstand- 
ing the peculiar position of the trust department re- 
quires an understanding of the legal and regulatory 
framework within which it operates. The law of trusts, 
rather than the law of contracts or the commercial 
codes, applies to the activities of a trust department, 
along with the probate la\vs of the various States. These 
are, for the most part, administered by the courts and 
indeed, for many years this is the only supervision 
which was applicable to the corporate fiduciaries. The 
State bank supervisors began to examine State banks’ 
and trust companies’ trust departments, following the 
Panic of 1873 when a number of them failed. But it 
was not until 1913, when the Federal Reserve Act was 
passed, that there emerged Federal supervision. In 
addition, it was not until that date that National banks 
were permitted to act in fiduciary capacities. 

The Federal Reserve Act became the touchstone for 
all banks in the operation of trust departments. This 
was because its regulatory scheme was applied by the 
Federal Reserve to State member banks also, as a con- 
dition of membership, and resulted eventually in what 
might be characterized as a rough codification of regu- 
latory techniques for these institutions. Let me sum- 
marized some of the provisions of the Act. 

1. Separate books and records must be kept for the 
trust department. This has resulted in a complete physi- 
cal separation in some banks. 

2. There must be a pledge of assets for trust funds 
on deposit in the commercial side of the bank. 

3. In passing upon applications by National banks 
for permits to exercise fiduciary powers, the Federal 
Reserve (now the Comptroller) is required to con- 
sider the bank’s adequacy of capital, the needs of the 
community for a corporate fiduciary and any other 
circumstances which seem proper. 

Under the authority of the Federal Reserve Act, the 
Board put out its trust regulation, which, with its 
interpretations, imposed vei^ detailed requirements as 
to the organization and conduct of a trust department. 
The effects of the Board regulations and interpreta- 
tions remain apparent in trust department organiza- 
tion today. It is important for us to be familiar with 
some of these, in order to understand why most trust 
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departments operate as they do, for as will be shown, 
there are no longer regulatoiy requirements behind 
some of them. 

In the Fed's regulation the directors’ responsibility, 
in several areas, was outlined. For e.xample, the accept- 
ance of trusts, and the closing out of trusts ^\’ere ex- 
pressly made the responsibility of the board or a 
committee appointed by it. The regulation provided 
for a trust investment committee, with specific duties. 
The committee had to approve all investments and re- 
view them annually. The regulation required that a 
trust officer be placed in charge of each trust depart- 
ment. The department had to have competent legal 
counsel, but not engage in practice of law. It was re- 
quired to keep a record of pending trust litigation. A 
committee of the board had to make, or cause to be 
made, suitable audits each year. The securities and in- 
vestments of the trust department were to be kept 
separate from those of the bank. In 1937, the Board 
added detailed regulations concerning common trust 
funds which served as the standard of reference to 
qualify these funds for tax-exempt treatment under the 
Internal Revenue Code. 

In 1962 the authority over trust activities of Na- 
tional banks and common trust funds was transferred 
to the Comptroller of the Currency. The statutory re- 
quirements of the Federal Reserve Act were left in 
effect, but Regulation 9 was issued by the Comptroller, 
replacing the Fed’s Regulation F. At first it was iden- 
tical to Regulation F. A comprehensive study was then 
conducted by the Comptroller, resulting in a sweeping 
revision of the regulation, of which I was privileged 
to be the draftsman. 

Regulation 9, as revised, gave more freedom to the 
board of directors in carrying out their authority. A 
trust investment committee was not required. The com- 
mon trust fund regulations were liberalized. The 
Comptroller also issued his Manual of Instructions for 
Representatives in Trusts, which superseded the Board 
interpretations of Regulation F. The Manual is an au- 
thoritative interpretation of Regulation 9, as well as 
an instruction book for our trust examiners, and is 
made available to banks. It sets forth in detail many 
regulatory requirements and guidelines. It also repro- 
duces all of the questions in the National Bank Trust 
Department Report of Examination, together with ex- 
planatory material, showing what the examiner is look- 
ing for, and the legal and policy backgrounds behind 
the questions. National bank directors should read the 
Manual — every National bank with a trust department 
has at least one. It has a wealth of useful material. It 
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would also be of use to State bankers, as a guide, es- 
pecially in reference to common trust funds. 

Now let us briefly review the mechanics of super- 
vision of the trust department by the board of di- 
rectors. The board is responsible for the proper 
exercise, by the bank, of its fiduciary powers and every- 
thing pertinent to it. The board is responsible for the 
determination of policies, the investment and disposi- 
tion of property held as fiduciary, and the direction 
and review of the actions of all officers, employees, and 
committees. In performing these responsibilities, the 
board may assign to officers, employees, or committees 
the performance of the administration of the trust de- 
partment, by action reflected in the minutes, but it can 
never delegate its authority. This is a distinction which 
we put into Regulation 9, and which I think is impor- 
tant. It is possible for the board itself to run the trust 
department, but is usually impractical. However, it is 
being done in some small banks. 

Regulations 9 requires: “A committee of directors, 
exclusive of active officers of the bank, shall at least 
once during each calendar year and within 15 months 
of the last such audit, make or cause to be made suit- 
able audits, and detennine whether the department 
has been operated in accordance with law. Regulation 
9 and sound fiduciary principles.” The Manual sets 
forth the essential ingredients of a proper direc- 
tor’s examination. This is potentially the most ef- 
fective vehicle through which the board of directors 
supervises the trust department. It should be empha- 
sized that the duties of the committee are not confined 
to an audit, but require, in addition, the transmittal 
of a written report to the board and a determination 
that the department be operated in accordance with 
law. Regulation 9, and sound fiduciary principles. 

A bank might also have a trust committee which 
actively supervises the activities of the trust depart- 
ment. In essence, this committee works as a subcom- 
mittee of the board, monitoring the activities of the 
subordinate committees, initiating all policy changes, 
and passing on other matters of importance. This com- 
mittee usually has officers of the bank, as well as di- 
rectors, serving on it. It is possible to have other 
committees, upon which directors serve, performing 
special functions for the trust department; Brown 
mentions several in his article. In such cases the di- 
rector becomes involved intimately in the actual opera- 
tion of the trust department. 

I would like to suggest one additional technique 
which might be quite useful to directors in carrying 
out their responsibilities toward the bank’s trust de- 
partment. This is the establishment of a trust policy 
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handbook; no department is too small to warrant hav- 
ing one. What 1 ha\ e in mind is the establishment of 
an official publication which would contain a compila- 
tion of the principles and policies relating to the in- 
ternal administration of the department. It would thus 
jrrovide a philosophy for the conduct of business and 
assistance in standardizing administrati\ e policy, have 
value as a training medium, and assure the orderly 
growth of the department. 

Now let me discuss the problems which are most often 
encountered with reference to trust departments. Most 
breakdowns result from the failure of the directors 
to accjuaint themselves with basic fiduciary principles. 
Decisions in a trust depaitment must be completely 
divorced from considerations of the commercial side 
of the bank, with sole reference to the purposes of tlie 
individual account and the well-being of its bene- 
ficiaries. As indicated earlier, purity of motive is not 
sufficient authority in conflict of interest situations. 
Specific authority in governing instruments or orders 
of court is necessary. 

The most common specific complaint is of failure 
to perform the director’s examination, or to do it prop- 
erl\-, or on time. Perhaps allied to this is the failure to 
establish certain specific audit controls, such as dual 
control of assets, or vault records. 

The next problem is the failure to have prior ap- 
proval of account acceptances. Under Regulation 9 
this may be done b)- an officer or a committee. It is ex- 
tremely important to scrutinize closely new business 
before accepting it. You can weed out unprofitable 
business and avoid potential lawsuits at this point. 

Then there is the failure to perform initial and an- 
ni.ial asset reviews. I can’t overemphasize the impor- 
tance of reviews. The initial review is necessary to set 
iiwestment policy. Immediate action may be needed, 
and this review will reveal it. Allied to the problem of 
improper reviews is the failure to maintain adequate 
history and synoptic records. These are not required 
by Regulation 9 but are \-ery desirable to enable a bank 
to perform its duties properly. 

Another frequent criticism is the failure to appraise 
real estate regularly. A full-fledged appraisal is not 
required each year, but the trust officer can at least 
drive by occasionally. Visits to the premises can be 
C[uite revealing. Also, with respect to real estate, I 
u ould like to mention the failure to maintain adequate 
insurance. To properly carry out the fiduciary duties 
and to be prudent and protect the trust property, you 
must maintain adequate insurance. This can mean 
carrying protection \vhich you might decide to do 
\\'ithout on your own property. 


The administration of estates for an undue length 
of time is the most common complaint we get from 
beneficiaries. Quite often they are just too impatient, 
but occasionally their complaints are justified. Such 
administration is a quick way for a bank to get a black 
eye, particularly in an area which is unaccustomed to 
corporate fiduciaries. 

The failure to obtain all account assets is a danger- 
ous omission. A bank must be diligent, and sometimes 
stand up to the survivors. Allied to this is the failure 
to set up assets properly on ledgers, perhaps reflecting 
a delay in posting trust work. Although it might be 
unreasonable, in a very small department, to expect 
daily posting, it should be done at least weekly. The 
failure to register assets in the bank’s name as fiduciary 
could be a breach of trust. The failure to invest cash 
promptly and convert substandard assets in favor of 
trust quality assets leads back into the review proce- 
dure. Not only must an adequate review be made, it 
must be carried out. 

Another shortcoming is tiie improper investment in 
stock of the bank or related concerns. Putting it bluntly, 
you just can’t mess with your own bank stock. Specific 
authority in the governing instrument or a court order 
is required. The same is true for a sale from a trust to 
a director, officer, or employee. 

Another potential problem area is the voting of stock 
of the fiduciary bank. For National banks, a provision 
of the National Banking Act prevents voting of stock, 
held in trust, in elections of directors, except in certain 
situations. In some States, there is a similar provision 
for State banks and trust companies. In matters not 
co\ered by express statutory provisions, the common 
law of trusts applies. This requires the voting of stock 
solely with reference to the purposes of the account 
and the interests of tlie beneficiaries. 

Next, I would comment on self-dealing transactions. 
This includes purchases from, or sales to, the trust de- 
jjartment, which serve the ends of the bank and in 
which the trust department may come out second best. 
Here, even specific authority may not be sufficient, for 
these authorities must be read in the context of the 
whole governing instrument, including the purposes 
of the account. 

Pension or profit sharing trusts should be mentioned. 
Employers cannot use them as another source of capi- 
tal. To try to permit this by writing broad authorities 
and exculpatory clauses in governing instruments is 
asking for trouble. Any such broad self-dealing au- 
thority must be read in the context of the purpose of 
the trust, one of which, in the case of every employee 
benefit trust, is that it be for the exclusive benefit of 
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the employees. The same observation may be made 
concerning some exculpatory State statutes. You can’t 
find much comfort in them if you plan to use the funds 
for bank purposes. 

Now let me outline a couple of external considera- 
tions bearing upon trust department management 
decisions. First, national legislative policy — ^presently 
there are a number of proposed pension bills before 
Congress, all of which would put limits on what may 
be done with pension funds. The severity of that which 
is passed (and a bill will be passed one of these days) 
may be affected by the wisdom with which pension 
and profit sharing funds are administered. The same 
conclusion is apparent in other bills and investigations 
relating to bank trust departments. Absolute restric- 
tions on voting the stock of the trustee bank, for exam- 
ple, have been proposed. That would place corporate 
fiduciaries at a disadvantage to individuals. Such re- 
strictions are included in the so-called cumulative vot- 
ing bill, which Chairman Patman has reintroduced. 
Another interesting proposal is contained in Mr. Pat- 
man’s one-bank holding company bill. A section of 
that bill would require banks to report their trust de- 
partment holdings to the Securities and Exchange 
Commission quarterly. 

This leads to another factor which should be con- 
sidered, the SEC. That agency has become increasingly 
interested in the activities of bank trust departments. 
You may have noticed that Mr. Cohen indicated that 
the Merrill-Lynch and Texas Gulf Sulphur cases ap- 
plied to banks’ trust departments, and that a bank 
could not make an investment for its trust department 
based upon information which it had gained in its com- 
mercial lending function until it had made that infor- 
mation public. This poses a question as to whether the 
bank would commit a breach of trust by not invest- 
ing or selling promptly upon becoming aware of such 
information. Although Chairman Cohen has resigned, 
I think it can be assumed that the Commission will 
remain as interested in banks as before. This is because 
most of the Commission’s actions must be initiated by 
the staff, and it is there that the militant attitude is 
strongest. 

ParsJleling the interest of the SEC in bank trust de- 
partment activities is that of the administrators of the 
various State blue-sky laws. Following the assertion of 
the SEC that various bank pooled-fund activities, not- 
ably those for self-employed retirement trusts, involve 
the public distribution of securities, some of the State 
blue-sky administrators demanded that banks register 
those funds with them. In addition, in at least one 
instance a State administrator has taken the position 
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that the operation of investment management accounts 
by a bank is subject to State security laws. From all in- 
dications, we can expect more of the same from those 
people. 

.'Accordingly, in the operation of its trust department, 
a bank should be aware of the possible interest of these 
external groups. As was so wisely observed earlier, 
onerous laws are almost always the product of earlier 
abuse. The same can be concluded of onerous court de- 
cisions, and onerous administrative actions Banks have 
but to err slightly in their trust department operations 
and any number of strange persons rush in. 

Remarks of Dean E. Miller, Deputy Comptroller 

FOR Trusts, Before the Corporate Fiduciaries 

.\ssociATiON OF Minne.apolis, Minn., March 28, 
1969 

I propose this evening to presume upon your good 
will, and devote some time to running through statistics 
which some of you may believe to be slightly stale, the 
common trust fund figures for the year 1967. As you 
know, we annually conduct a survey of common trust 
funds. We send a questionnaire to all banks operating 
such fimds, and elicit a variety of information pertain- 
ing to their operation. It has been our practice to pub- 
lish the results of this survey each year in the June 
issue of the National Banking Review. The last such 
issue appeared in June of 1967, covering the survey fot 
the year 1966. Since that time we have ceased publi- 
cation of the Review. It has been the plan of the OflBce 
to publish the common trust fund suiwey as a separate 
monograph, such a document is being drafted by our 
economics staff, and will present a sophisticated analy- 
sis of common fund operation and performance for the 
year 1967. However, inasmuch as almost a year has 
elapsed since the time that these statistics would ordi- 
narily be available, it occurred to me that it might be 
useful if I were to disclose some of them this evening, 
without extended analysis. 

Common trust funds continued to expand during 
1967 with all measures of growth-number of funds, 
number of banks operating funds, and asset holdings — 
showing increases. The 1,195 common trust funds being 
administered by 539 banks at the end of the survey 
year had total assets of over $8.3 billion, a net increase 
of 106 funds, or 9.7 percent, during the year. In terms 
of asset values, there was an increase of over $735 mil- 
lion or 9.7 percent. Those 1,195 funds were in opera- 
tion in 50 of the 51 jurisdictions which permit them. In 
Minnesota, the number of banks with common trust 
funds increased from nine to 10, and the number of 
funds, from 23 to 27. Total fund assets in Minnesota 
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rose from $97.3 to $124.6 million, reflecting a 28 per- 
cent increase. 

National banks constituted 66 percent of the total 
number of banks operating common trust funds, and 
operated 66 percent of the total number of funds. They 
held slightly more than 50 percent of all common trust 
fund assets at the end of 1967. The National bank share 
has increased substantially over the years; in 1962, Na- 
tional banks constituted 60 percent of the banks operat- 
ing the funds, had 58 percent of the funds, and held 
only 36 percent of all common trust fund assets. By 
comparison, the ratio of National banks to State banks 
only increased from 33.5 to 34.6 percent. 

Banks continued their increased use of single- 
purpose funds both in number of such funds and in 
dollar holdings. During 1967 such funds increased by 
100 in number, and by $509 million in dollar holdings. 
As noted in previous surveys, an increasing number of 
banks operate more than one fund. The practice of us- 
ing more than one single-purpose fund provides a 
choice of funds, greater flexibility in diversifying the 
investments of the individual participating trust, and 
permits participation in two or more funds in varying 
proportions in accordance \\’ith the purposes of the 
individual fiduciary account. Many banks now rely 
solely on single-purpose funds, usually a fixed-income 
investment fund operated in conjunction with a com- 
mon stock fund. At the end of 1967, the niunber of 
those banks was 146; 164 banks had three or more 
funds, while 166 still had only a diversified fund. This 
last figure has remained largely unchanged for several 
years. The disadvantages of a single fund vis-a-vis sev- 
eral special purpose funds are so many that one would 
expect the number with single funds to diminish 
over the years. 

In 1967, the largest increases in assets, $411 million, 
took place in equity funds, as one would expect. Then 
came diversified funds, with an increase of $224 mil- 
lion; tax-exempt funds, increasing $58 million; and 
fixed-income, $40 million. Also, as one might expect, 
the largest increase in number of funds, 47, was in eq- 
uity funds. By contrast, only six diversified funds were 
established. Forty-five fixed-income funds and eight 
tax-exempt funds were set up. 

Some interesting, if not surprising, observations may- 
be made as to correlation between common trust fund 
operation and bank size. Larger banks had more funds, 
with more assets and larger average participations. At 
the end of 1967, the 95 largest banks accounted for 321 
funds, with over $5.2 billion of common trust assets. 
Common trust funds were also operated by a great 
number of smaller banks. Of the 539 banks in the sur- 


vey, 231, with total bank assets of less than $100 million, 
operated 341 funds. However, those funds totaled only 
$677 million, and had an average size of participation 
of almost $15,000. On the other hand, the average 
participation in funds operated by the 95 largest banks 
^vas over $33,500. 

So much for slightly stale statistics. We are now 
processing the bank common trust fund reports for 
the year 1968. I hope we \v-ill have the figures available 
for comparison relatively soon. 

I am sure that you are aware of the general tenor, 
if not the specifics, of the events occurring in Wash- 
ington tlrese days in relation to the banking industry. 
There are a number of proj>osals in diverse forms before 
\ arious of the governmental bodies, which would, in 
one manner or another, add further controls to bank 
operations in this country'. There are bills before Con- 
gress affecting one-bank holding companies, adminis- 
tration of pension funds, mutual fund reform, and 
cumulative voting of bank stock, to name a few. Pend- 
ing administrative revisions include proposals concern- 
ing stock dividends, holding company common trust 
funds, and the allowance of interest deductions where 
bank portfolios contain tax-exempt securities. In addi- 
tion, there are judicial proceedings which wll make 
law just as fully as the two previous categories. Those 
proceedings will affect, among other things, branch 
banking, insurance, commingled funds, and the use of 
computers. 

Most of these have come as a reaction to the entry 
of banks into new areas, the development on a large 
scale of services which heretofore were very minor, or 
the refinement or adaptation of existing services to 
novel situations. Some of the questions currently- in 
the process of resolution were raised by those who are 
affected competitively by banks. Others, however, have 
come from persons who are seriously concerned about 
the role banks can safely play in our economy. These 
concerns are based largely on a fear of banks dominat- 
ing large segments of the economy, and on a desire to 
avoid a recurrence of the “Great Depression.” 

I could attempt to evaluate these proposals for you 
and predict which will come to pass. I think, how- 
ever, that we can assume without fear of contradiction 
that, by the end of the year, there will have been a net 
increase in the various types of regulatory controls 
which are imposed upon banking by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. This has been the trend, and I am sure that 
it is going to continue. In some cases it is justified ; cer- 
tainly when banks begin to engage in activities which 
in some degree or manner are dissimilar to those which 
they have done before, it is, I think, incumbent upon 
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the supervisory authorities to determine whether, in the 
public interest, additional safeguards need to be de- 
vised. In many cases the answer will be found to be 
affirmative, I am certain. Similarly, as banking activ- 
ities evolve, supervisory authorities should periodically 
examine the controls imposed upon banks and remove 
those which are no longer justified. This unfortun- 
ately doesn’t always happen, although it would be an 
ideal situation. However, we live in a world which 
falls short of perfection. 

When we speak of the Federal supervisory authori- 
ties, we are in fact speaking in the plural; there is no 
single administrator or agency which regulates bank- 
ing. There are, however, several bodies which have 
authority over one or more aspects of a bank’s activi- 
ties, and this number seems to be increasing. As the 
services that banks perform come into competition 
with services that nonbanks are supplying, it becomes 
quite easy to compare the similarities between the 
competing services and disregard the utter dissimilari- 
ties between the institutions involved, and their regu- 
latory frameworks, if any. In the area of trusts, for 
example, bank services begin to look like mutual funds. 
To the staff of the SEC that means that trust depart- 
ment activities should be made over in the image of 
mutual funds. I firmly believe, on the basis of nearly 
8 years of close observation, that, had the establish- 
ment of the SEC preceded the entry of banks into the 
corporate fiduciary business, the latter would never 
have occurred. 

Today, banking, and indeed, most regulated busi- 
nesses, are faced with a bewildering and ever in- 
creasing maze of Federal and State regulators, each 
administering its own little field of operation, not only 
uncoordinated with, but often contrary to, the policy 
or program of some other body. Witness the differences 
in opinion between the Antitrust Division of the Justice 
Department, and the banking agencies. 

As a one-time student of public administration, I 
would say that the situation has moved from the 
anomalous to the absurd, but, having been no more 
than a student of public administration, I would not 
have you believe that I have a solution that I am 
about to reveal. The political realities of our govern- 
ment are such that the broad reform of governmental 
regulation of business, which would bring logic and 
order, can probably never occur. The most that can 
be hoped for is an occasional minor reordering of 
existing responsibilities, and the application of a 
broader and more enlightened perspective to questions 
of future needs for regulation. In banking, I believe, 
this should involve a greater adaptation of existing 
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banking supervisors to novel regulatory necessities. 
This approach could even, occasionally, lead to the 
unusual conclusion that, in a given case, there is no 
need for additional controls. Often, only when viewed 
in the abstract does there appear to be such a need. 

A significant element in the problem of multiplicity 
of supervision in banking is the fact that the nature of 
present bank supervision is so little understood. The 
day-to-day corrective actions being taken by bank 
examiners and their respective chiefs are performed 
quietly, without fanfare and accompanying screaming 
headlines. I suppose it is for this reason that the general 
impression so often arises that there is no supervision. 
This impression is compounded because most students 
of banking supervision have proved themselves un- 
worthy of that label. For example, a note in the 
December issue of the Harvard Law Review — a 
publication which, until that issue, I had come to view 
as being as near as possible to perfection in legal schol- 
arly achievement — characterized the activities of the 
Comptroller as being limited to preventing embezzle- 
ments and insuring that adequate reserves were main- 
tained. This is an appallingly unlearned conclusion, 
one that could not have been based on more research 
than might be involved in 30 seconds’ idle conversa- 
tion over coffee. Yet it dramatically illustrates the lack 
of informed judgment characteristic of much of the 
study of this public administration field, today. 

Another element in this problem is created by some 
bank supervisors themselves. Some of my colleagues 
have demonstrated a curious reluctance to adapt to 
emerging bank practices. Not infrequently, the re- 
action has been either to attempt to force new opera- 
tions into the preexisting regulatory pattern, or to 
avoid facing the problem and take the posture that 
someone else should supervise it. You are well aware 
that banks of today cannot take sanctuary from com- 
petition in the comfortable boundaries of banking 
services as provided in the past. Neither should bank 
supervisors be permitted to take refuge from reality in 
their own similarly oriented havens. 

Accordingly, I say to you that there is a fruitful 
field where improvement of governmental regulation 
can be accomplished. Much more consideration and 
serious study needs to be given to the possible bene- 
fits from allowing the existing primary supervisory au- 
thorities to implement all aspects of government 
regulation for the industry for which they are respon- 
sible. I submit to you that not only is it likely to yield 
improved efficiency in government, but it may well be 
the only practical way left to avoid the ultimate 
stifling of our business economy through the progres- 
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si\e construction of a hopelessly unmanageable gov- 
ernmental regulatory wilderness. 

ReiMarks of David C. Motter, Deputy Comp- 
troller OF THE Currency (Economics), Before 
THE Annual Forum of the American Institute 
OF Banking, Washington, D.C.. November 18, 
1969. 

For a considerable period of time, the goal of our 
fiscal policy-monetary policy mix has been to achieve 
a reduction in the rate of growth in our economy suffi- 
cient to stem price inflation without bringing on a 
recession. There is a wealth of evidence to indicate 
that a reduction in rates of growth has been achieved. 
For example, the first three quarters of 1969 showed 
only a 2.2 percent rate of growth of real output, 
roughly half that of the preceding three quarters. 

Ironically, some critics of current public policy have 
held that absolute increases in various economic series 
offer evidence of the failure of public policy. Yet 
absolute declines would herald the arri\-al of a reces- 
sion, the avoidance of which is a major public policy 
objective. 

A recent headline in the American Banker states: 
“Foiecasters Agree: Slowdown, but no Recession, Is 
Ahead for U.S.” Note that, in the context of the de- 
cline already noted in real output, that this typical 
consensus view inc'olves precision forecasting. Most 
forecasts now being publicized fall in a range from a 
1 or 2 percent rate of growth in real output to a 1 
percent decline. One Cabinet member has been quoted 
as predicting that a slight decline in real production 
will “continue for some time,” while another fore.sees 
growth, “but at a slow pace for a while.” 

There appears to be more agreement, and more pes- 
simism, concerning prices in 1970. Forecasts hover 
in the 1 to 5 percent range for price advances. As Her- 
bert Stein has pointed out, the inflation rate in 1970 
depends importantly on the rate of GNP growth. He 
predicts that “if the GNP should rise by 6 percent, we 
should expect the price increase between 1969 and 
1970 to be closer to 4 percent than 5 percent, and the 
rate of inflation closer to 3 percent, by the end of 
1970.” Higher rates of inflation would be associated 
with GNP growth above 6 percent. 

Since well-grounded counterinflationary public 
policy, if successful, will keep the economy hovering in 
the range between near-recession and recession, it is 
only prudent to try to assess the factors that will deter- 
mine the severity of an economic dip. There are sev- 
eral plus and minus factors in the picture. 


First, on the negative side, we see that the elements 
of strength and weakness in the current pictue differ 
somewhat from those found in other recent near- 
recession situations. It is personal consumption and 
construction expenditures that have slowed down; in 
other postwar recessions these sectors have, in effect, 
rescued an economy beginning to falter from cutbacks 
in government and business spending. As always, an- 
ticipating correctly the expenditures of the U.S. con- 
sumer represents the biggest single problem of the 
forecasters. 

Second, the very length of the economic advance 
from 1961 has rather steadily drained liquidity from 
financial institutions. When the monetary screws can 
finally be loosened, it is likely that replenishment of 
liquidity will be the near-term goal of these institu- 
tions. Consequently, to achieve the expansive effect de- 
sired, the monetary' authorities may have to allow an 
expansion of bank rescr\ es which would otherwise ap- 
pear excessive. 

Third, since monetary authorities are only human, 
it is not unlikely that the monetary' screws will be kept 
tight longer than would be ideal, given the gift of 
hindsight. Especially in view of criticisms leveled at 
the Federal Reserve Board’s loosening posture in 1967 
and after the surtax passage in 1968, it would appear 
that the Federal Reserve Board would this time be 
more willing to err on the side of excessively long re- 
tention of restraint than premature relaxation. 

Finally, business expenditures tend to be importantly 
affected by business conditions. We have had a prece- 
dent-shattering period of large-scale business expendi- 
tures on plant and equipment. The current projections 
for 1970 are still at high levels, in fact considerably 
higher than public policymakers hoped. My point here, 
however, is that such expenditures tend to drop rather 
precipitately when business “conditions” worsen. 
"When public policy is finally successful in achieving 
a decline in business expenditures, rather immediately 
the problem becomes one of not allowing this reduc- 
tion to go too far and be too prolonged. 

On the plus side, the present mix of fiscal-monetary 
policies is a much healthier one than ivas present in 
1966-67. Then, virtually the full burden of restriction 
fell on monetary policy. As a result, monetary action 
was drastic, both in the contraction and expansion 
phases, with consequent unfortunate dislocations. 
Now, fiscal policy is carrying its share, with a signifi- 
cant budget surplus. The money stock has been held 
nearly constant, but at least has not had to be reduced. 
This better balance should allow a healthier and less 
dislocative loosening of restrictive fiolicies when such 
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action can be taken. Parenthetically, extension of the 
surtax and repeal of the investment tax credit are key 
elements in maintaining the healthy fiscal-monetary 
balance noted. 

Looking for additional positive elements relating to 
our ability to contain a slow-down to moderate pro- 
portions, it appears that current inventory levels are 
not excessive. Thus we may be able to avoid the 
unsettling dislocations that go hand-in-hand with a 
sharp inventory adjustment. 

There is no question in my mind, however, that the 
overriding reason for optimism about the resiliency of 
our economy today relates to the causes for our current 
difficulties. Essentially, we are looking at a situation 
which illustrates the economic problem: the allocation 
of scarce resources among competing ends. We have 
found that the demands of a sizable war effort, when 
overlaid on the demands of a high-level, full employ- 
ment economy, inevitably generate substantial infla- 
tionary pressures. But, in terms of resource use, and 
unmet needs, we find we are creating a backlog of 
essential projects, both in the public and private 
sectors. These projects have had to be deferred in the 
current overheated economy. They remain as a highly 
significant pool of programs and projects which can 
be crucial in effecting a relatively smooth adjustment, 
after an economic slowdown, and, hopefully, after 
the end of the Vietnam war. 

In concluding this first section, I echo the verdict 
given time after time by the stock market, that peace 
is bullish, and that we can successfully adjust, in a 
productive and healthy manner, to the end of hos- 
tilities in Southeast Asia. 

Let us turn now to a brief examination of the 
impact on banks and banking operations of an infla- 
tionary climate. The interest rate is, of course, the 
basic price of the principal product offered by bank- 
ing. The whole structure of interest rates, from rates 
paid on savings deposits to rates received on high-risk 
personal loans, determines the gross margins for bank- 
ing operations. 

Interest rate levels have risen sharply since 1965, 
reflecting strong demand for funds. This demand was 
initially fueled by entrepreneurs’ optimism about the 
future demand for their products and by individual 
borrowers’ optimism over their future income prospects. 
As inflation persisted, an important supplementary 
thrust came from the desire of businessmen and con- 
sumers to buy goods now, before prices advanced 
further. The emphasis on the demand side as the dy- 
namic element appears justified. An inflationary in- 
crease in credit funds available will not deter an 
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interest rate increase if the demand for credit is increas- 
ing even faster. As Paul McCracken points out, this 
result occurred in late 1968, when “interest rates were 
rising persistently even though the rate of monetary 
expansion was itself already too rapid to avoid an 
inflationary pace for the economy.” 

In a world of high and rising interest rates, what 
general observations are relevant for banking? I would 
like to advance several for your consideration, before 
moving to an examination of the impact of counter- 
inflationary measures on banking. 

First, higher and higher rates will unfortunately not 
solve the banks’ problem of having to allocate funds 
in short supply, during periods of very heavy loan de- 
mand. We have seen the prime rate increased five 
times since the latter part of 1968, from 6.25 to 8.50 
percent. Nonrate costs to borrowers have increased 
also. Yet banks have consistently had to ration funds 
among would-be borrowers of good credit standing. 

Second, the current rate of inflation has made the 
rates offered by commercial banks and other deposit- 
type institutions less and less attractive to the small 
saver. When the rate of return does not equal the rate 
of inflation, and thus an actual shrinkage of purchas- 
ing power occurs, is it any wonder that the depositor 
is disillusioned. That the retention of deposits has been 
as favorable as it has illustrates the positive convenience 
factor and the negative factors of inertia and imper- 
fect knowledge. It remains to be seen whether a 
permanent shift in the savings pattern may already 
have been created. The danger of such a shift sup- 
ports the case for anti-inflationary public policies. 

Third, the current rate structure makes the foregone 
income from demand deposits more significant than 
ever. Thus one would expect individuals increasingly 
to exercise sophistication in pairing average demand 
balances, in the manner that is done so effectively by 
most corporate treasurers today. 

Fourth, the problems posed by inflationary climate 
for banking are long term in nature; on the other 
hand, counterinflationary public policies generate im- 
mediate, short-term operating problems for banks. 
Their immediacy, of course, does not necessarily imply 
primacy. We now turn to those immediate problems. 

In the most simplified terms, a restrictive monetary 
policy aims at reducing the availability of credit in 
the economy. Since the banking system represents the 
most important purveyor of credit, it is obvious that 
banks will experience substantial “slowing pains,” to 
use the President’s term. 

What methods are to be used to put the brakes 
on credit? It may be useful to draw a distinction be- 
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tween the two major methods, since considerable dis- 
cussion has occurred with respect to the need, efficacy, 
and equity of one of them. Through open market 
operations, the monetary authority can control, within 
rough limits, the credit base of the economy. Through 
Regulation Q, the authority limits the rates ^v'hich 
commercial banks can pay on time and savings de- 
posits, and thus is able to hold the level of funds avail- 
able to banks below what it would otherwise be. 

One may liken the control of the credit base through 
open market operations to a general, overall, non- 
specific mechanism which, in and of itself, is neutral 
among competing dispensers and users of funds. (The 
problems of the housing industry during “tight money” 
periods do not illustrate an absence of this “neu- 
trality.”) There are few among us, though some of 
these few are strategically situated, and vocal, who 
would quarrel with the appropriateness of a general 
policy of restrictiveness by the monetary authority 
during 1969. Thus, apart from questions of precise 
timing and turning points, open market operations 
calculated to reduce the rate of growth in the credit 
base have gained the general approval of knowledge- 
able observers, including bankers, this past year. 

This attitude on the part of bankers reflected an 
awareness that a controlled “slowdown” was in the 
best interests of the country, even though the polic)' 
generated obvious problems for banks. With the overall 
level of loanable funds held well below the credit de- 
mands of responsible would-be borrowers, bank loan 
officers have had to face the unpleasant task of saying 
“No” to customers whose business had been actively 
sought in years past. The historically high level of loan 
rates has not, as noted previously, eliminated the need 
for banks to ration credit among credit-worthy loan 
applicants. Be that as it may, the banking community 
has rather generally accepted the necessity of the pub- 
lic policy creating the need for rationing. 

The second major prong of monetary policy has, es- 
pecially in recent months as credit pressures have 
mounted, generated quite a different reaction. The un- 
happiness of many bankers with Regulation Q and re- 
lated controls, which in effect are controls specific to 
the banking industry, has been fueled by the views of 
one group of economists. This group holds that Reg- 
ulation Q controls, especially those relating to money 
market instruments of commercial banks, are essentially 
unnecessary to the successful operation of monetary 
policy, and serve only to discriminate against com- 
mercial banks. 

In examining this issue, it is clear that the position of 
commercial banks as depositories has suffered, relative 


to alternatives, during 1969. The contrast with 1968 is 
sharp. As Governor Mitchell has pointed out, commer- 
cial banks accounted for more than 50 percent of the 
increase in net credit flows durings the last 6 months 
of 1968, while enjoying a 13 percent increase in de- 
posits at an annua! rate. By contrast, during the first 
9 months of 1969, banks accounted for only 12 per- 
cent of the increase in credit flows (negative in third 
quarter) , and deposits decreased at an annual rate of 
5.5 percent. 

It is also clear that bankers have shown great in- 
genuity in finding or creating alternative sources of 
funds, as deposits fell. And the Fed has shown just as 
much persistence in shutting off these alternatives. One 
by one. Eurodollar borrowings, loans sold under re- 
purchase agreements, and commercial paper issued by 
parent holding companies, have been barred or effec- 
tively restricted. New de\’ices are being explored con- 
stantly, such as the current use of “ineligible” bankers 
acceptances. 

The issue of ^\■hether o\’erall open-market operations 
are sufficient to carry out monetary policy, without the 
aid of specific Regulation Q type controls, essentially 
revolves around the question of whether commercial 
bank loans play a very special role in generating expan- 
sion or contraction in the economy. The Federal Re- 
serve, implicity at least, holds that they do. The banker 
who sees his Certificate of Deposit portfolio shrink and 
virtually disappear, while the role of the unregulated 
commercial paper market burgeons, may, I suppose, be 
granted his right to question. 

Purposely, I have avoided bringing in the primacy of 
housing issue in the above discussion. I believe it can 
be shown that the use of Regulation Q and companion 
controls for aiding the flow of funds to housing, if ac- 
cepted as a viable public policy, does not in itself re- 
quire the curtailment of large commercial banks’ ability 
to compete for funds in the money market. 

Remarks of De.\n E. Miller, Deputy Comptroller 

FOR Trusts, Before the Midgontinent Trust 

Conference of the American Bankers Assoclv- 

TioN, San Antonio, Tex., November 21, 1969 

Last year, at the Midcontinent Trust Conference in 
Detroit, I gave a talk, having largely to do with direc- 
tion trusts, which I titled “A Venture Into the Law 
of Trusts.” I have since received a number of com- 
ments in response to that talk, and several invitations to 
provide a sequel. Accordingly, though with some mis- 
givings, I have agreed to renew the venture, and pro- 
pose, in part, to do so today. I also plan to devote some 
time to another favorite topic of mine. 
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First, let me explain my misgivings. There is a ten- 
dency, when a member of a regulatory agency embarks 
ujx)n a series of talks upon one particular subject, to 
draw the conclusion that this subject is causing the 
agency some alarm — that it represents a menace which 
the supervisor feels must be met. That is not the case 
here. As the title of my earlier talk was meant to 
suggest, it was written primarily to present a scholarly 
analysis of one isolated point in the law of trusts. It 
was not an exercise in the abstract, but dealt with a type 
of situation which does occur. But neither that talk, 
nor this one, was prepared because of any determina- 
tion that large scale abuse is occurring, or out of any 
feelings of alarm. 

As I reviewed the commentary on my subject, I 
was reminded of an exercise in which I participated at 
law school, in a class called “The Legal Process.” In 
this exercise we considered the course of development 
of the law concerning claims against railroads for lost 
shipments. In the beginning, there were several suc- 
cessful suits brought by persons where property had 
been lost, then came a period when the lawyers for the 
railroads grew ever more imaginative and successful 
in writing broad disclaimers into the contracts, which 
lead to the present minutely detailed and cumbersome 
regulations of the Interstate Commerce Commission. 
The question presented to us as law students was: 
“Were the railroad lawyers, in writing up these con- 
tract provisions which served to protect the railroads 
so well against suits for every kind of complaint wliich 
could arise, justified or not — did they really serve their 
client?” 

There are times when discussions and developments 
in the area of direction trusts remind me vei7 much 
of that exercise. I have observed governing instruments 
for employee benefit trusts being drafted with great 
ingenuity in obvious efforts to dispense with the rules 
of the law of trusts, insofar as past and current expres- 
sions of those rules would appear to impose certain 
responsibilities upon those who accept the title of 
trustee. We see State legislatures being persuaded to 
enact laws designed similarly to permit this end. And 
at the same time, we see Federal legislation being intro- 
ducted which would impose fiduciary duties on all those 
dealing with such plans, preclude limitation of those 
duties, and restrict the types of investments which can 
be made. There may be a parallel. 

In my talk in Detroit, I dealt with the application of 
the law of trusts to a particular type of employee benefit 
trust, referred to as the direction trust. For our pur- 
poses, that is a pension or profitsharing trust which 
is established with a bank, named as trustee, but which 
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places the power to direct investments for the fund 
in another person or committee, appointed by, and 
serving at the pleasure of, the employer. Such trusts, 
as commonly drafted, provide that the trustee must 
comply with all such directions received from the 
powerholder, has no duty to review the directions or 
the portfolio, and is exculpated from liability for act- 
ing in accordance with directions so received. Usually 
there are broad investment powers, which may spe- 
cifically include the right to invest in employer- 
oriented media. 

The theme I developed in Detroit was that all those 
broad instrument provisions can go only so far, and 
cannot be relied upon by a powerholder to support a 
proposed investment involving a conflict of interest, 
contrary to the overall purposes of the trust, or by a 
trustee to assert an absence of duty in such a case. This 
led to my principal conclusion, that it thus appeared 
that there existed in the present law of trusts substan- 
tial, possibly sufficient, protections for employee bene- 
ficiaries of these accounts. Those protections would be 
enforced through private litigation and by bank ex- 
amination, and such factors should be taken into con- 
sideration in any proposed legislation in that area. That 
was my main point on the subject. Some people who 
commented upon my prior talk have taken issue with 
what was really my subsidiary conclusion — the degree 
of reliance which a bank can place upon direction trust 
instrument provisions. In nearly every case they failed 
to realize that in so doing, they were also taking issue 
with my primary conclusion as to the present protec- 
tions available to the employee, and its implications. 

There have been no cases in the courts which are on 
all fours on this subject, and I would be the last to 
assert that there have been. If a court were to be pre- 
sented tomorrow with a suit against a bank trustee for 
following a questionable investment direction in a di- 
rection trust, which resulted in a loss, it would be a 
case of first impression. It may be that in such a case, 
a judge, faced by a bankrupt company, which carried 
its pension fund down with it; a large number of em- 
ployees whose retirement plans have been dashed, and 
a bank trustee that has for years extolled its fiduciary 
expertise (and incidentally, is brimming with indicia 
of affluence) would rule that the provisions of the gov- 
erning instrument allowed no recourse against the 
tmstee. But, even if the bank in such a case were to \vin, 
it might well be pyrrhic victory. That is not to say that 
my opinion of the law, as stated in my Detroit speech, 
is wrong; I still hold that opinion. Rather, I am indicat- 
ing that banking may well not rvin, no matter which 
way the decision may go. 



Thus, in discussions concerning tliat subject, our 
time and intelligence are wasted, or certainly mis- 
directed, in being aimed at the resolution of questions 
such as: “wouldn’t it stand up if the instrument pro- 
vided thus and so;” or “what if the legislature passed 
a bill providing that ...” I think more apt inquiries 
here are: “Is there any possible advantage to be gained 
justifying the risk implicit in accepting such an account 
as trustee, on any basis involving less than full respon- 
sibility;” or “Could any fee schedule provide enough 
income to justify a bank agreeing to lend its name as 
trustee to an account, the investment policy of which 
it then proceeds to ignore?” Should the company fail, 
and in so doing bankrupt its retirement funds because 
they were invested heavily in company-related invest- 
ments, it is obvious that the loss to the bank trustee, 
and to banking, may be much more than the amounts 
contributed to that particular fund. Can any customer 
relationship or transitory competitive advantage be 
worth this? 

I hope the widespread attention being given this 
subject is not unduly emphasized. From the beginning 
it has been, as it remains, a scholarly analysis of one 
isolated point of law concerning what constitutes, at 
present, a comparatively unsubstantial area of bank 
activity, although, unfortunately, it is growing. One of 
the principal reasons why it was originally selected as a 
subject was internal to our Office. 

Our examination approach to direction trusts, while 
remaining basically the same, has had to undergo 
modifications in emphasis over the years. For a long 
time, our primary concern has been with whether 
directions received from a powerholder which involved 
a conflict of interest were properly authorized. It has 
been our policy that an investment Involving a con- 
flict of interest for the powerholder could not be 
authorized by the broad investment-powers clauses so 
commonly found in governing instruments, and that 
a bank trustee should not rely on such clauses. As a 
result, for several years the bulk of time spent by our 
examiners on direction trusts concerned transactions 
involving unauthorized conflicts of interest. If there 
was such an investment, the examiner criticized it for 
want of projrer authority. 

Our instructions to examiners in this respect, set 
forth in a letter dated April 4, 1963, provided: 

It will no longer be necessary to schedule in the report of 
c.xaniination any direction trust problem where proper 
authorization for this particular type of transaction and an 
exculpatory clause are contained in the instrument creating 
the relationship unless the Representative feels the trans- 
action is subject to criticism. Such instruments should contain 


at least a general exculpatory clause for following the direc- 
tions of the holder of the power in order to exonerate the 
trustee from liability. 

In August of that year, the Comptroller published 
the revised Manual of Instructions for Representa- 
tives in Trusts, which w as made available to the banks. 
The Manual provided elaboration upon the April 4 
instructions on direction trusts, and read in part: 

When the exercise of that power afl'ects the interest of 
parties other than the powerholder, however, the power is 
held in a fiduciary capacity. In such cases the trustee may 
have a duty to inquire into the propriety of the acts of the 
holder of the power. 

The Representative should be familiar with applicable 
local law in this regard. Where he is of the opinion that an 
investment for a direction trust raises serious questions of 
liability on the part of the bank as fiduciary, a complete 
schedule with comments should be prepared. 

Those directions may have been misconstrued by 
some who gained the impression that we were only 
interested in whether authorization existed for con- 
flict of interest investments, and that when such specific 
authority was present, no heed need be paid to the 
composition of the investment portfolio. That was 
never the position of this Office, as a careful reading of 
the. above instructions will show. The Office has always 
been of the opinion that a trustee could not rely upon 
such provisions to become a silent participant in bla- 
tant misconduct or fraud. The fact that such an in- 
terpretation made for administrative simplicity prob- 
ably helped it gain acceptance. Accordingly, we felt 
that it had become necessary to restate the instruc- 
tions. Hence, the Detroit speech, and the amendment, 
this year, of the language of the Manual to make that 
point clear. It now reads : 

* * * When the exercise of the power affects the interests 
of parties other than the powerholder, however, the power is 
held in a fiduciary capacity. In such cases if the trustee has 
reason to suspect that the powerholder is attempting to exer- 
cise the power in violation of the latter’s fiduciary duties, 
the trustee may be under a duty not to comply, and may be 
liable if he does comply. 

Does that sound familiar? It should, for it was taken 
almost word for word from the Restatement of T rusts. 
Next, in the revised instructions, we attempted to make 
this even clearer by providing: 

This situation could occur even if specific authority for 
the proposed investment exists in the governing instrument 
if a particular investment is to the detriment of the benefici- 
aries or otherwise contrary to the purposes of the trust. In 
such cases an exculpatory clause or statute may not be effec- 
tive to hold the trustee harmless. 

That represents no sharp break with prior policy, 
but merely reflects the legal truism that every authority 
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given by a governing instrument, and every exculpa- 
tory provision therefor, must be construed and limited 
in the light of the overall purpose of the governing 
instrument of which it is a part. 

The revised instructions again pick up the prior 
wording: 

Where the Representative is convinced, in light of the 
foregoing principles, that an investment for a direction trust 
raises a serious possibility of liability on the part of the bank 
as fiduciary, he should so advise the bank * * *. 

Our restatement of examination instructions is not 
a departure from previous positions, rather, it merely 
represents a balancing of approach in the administra- 
tion of the long-standing position of the Office in this 
area. In carrying out these instructions, our examiner 
will look at the portfolios of all direction trusts, and 
inquire into the soundness of each investment, par- 
ticularly those involving a conflict, even though that 
investment may be expressly authorized. An invest- 
ment involving such an authorized conflict which is 
patently unsound will be criticized. Note that I stressed 
“patently.” Unless such an investment is clearly bad, 
he will not attempt to substitute his judgment for that 
of the powerholder, although questionable situations 
will be cataloged and recorded. 

Revisions of procedures for examination of all em- 
ployee benefit trusts are also being effected, permitting 
us to continue our careful scrutiny of these accounts 
although numbers and asset totals continue to climb 
dramatically. Additional statistics will be gathered 
from the examination figures, and useful information 
developed from them may be published. I feel that 
our Office should be a source of supervisory leadership 
in this area, as it has been in trust department super- 
vision. After all, a large portion of employee benefit 
plans, funded by trusts, have banks as trustees. At 
the end of 1968, banks held assets of such plans total- 
ing almost $85 billion, and this figure is increasing. 
The Comptroller’s Office supervises m.ore trust depart- 
ments, holding more assets than any other agency, 
either State or Federal, so it is an apt role for us. 

Our examiners have the benefit of day-to-day ex- 
perience in the examination of the operation of em- 
ployee benefit trusts by banks. A large percentage of 
examination criticisms in trust reports, not to imply 
that there are many criticisms, concern employee 
benefit trusts. The examiner is constantly on the alert 
for \iolations of the Internal Revenue Code, as well as 
of fiduciary law. In the course of these activities, the 
bank trust dejsartraent supervisors have acquired a 
knowledge of present and potential regulatory prob- 
lems in reference to these accounts, which should be of 
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benefit to those who are interested in that area. It 
should, for example, be useful to those who wish to 
look into the necessity for broadening the present laws. 
The examination forces of the bank supervisory agen- 
cies possess a potential for the effectuation of any such 
move. 

If it should be decided that uniform Federal fidu- 
ciary standards, or additional restrictions on qualifica- 
tions and more prohibited transactions should be 
devised, it would be unrealistic, duplicative, and waste- 
ful to decide that another set of “enforcers” need be 
created to put these revisions into effect in banks. If 
the country is ever to correct the prevailing and ever 
worsening multiplicity of government supervision of 
private industry, it will have to be through enforced 
cooperation among government agencies, and the 
reliance by one upon another to be the primary en- 
forcement medium for its laws, rules, and policies, 
rather than having each utilize its own army for its 
primary contact in its technical functioning. This area 
would be a good place to take a giant step in the right 
direction. 

Let me now turn my attention for a few minutes to 
another area where these last comments might well 
be taken into consideration — the collective investment 
of managing agency accounts. 

I have been with the Comptroller’s Office for 8 years 
now. A fairly large proportion of my time during those 
years has been taken up by attempts to anticipate the 
future, if any, of bank-operated managing agency 
funds. This was to prepare appropriate means of regu- 
lation, which would most readily fit in our existing 
setup and yet impose no crippling hardships for banks. 
Occasionally we have had a minor role in attempting 
to shape that future. Looking back, I would say that we 
in the Comptroller’s Office have been but a minor mem- 
ber of a large and diverse group who collectively have 
had the say in the the course of events. Congress, the 
banking trade organizations, other Government agen- 
cies, and other trade associations have played a more 
major role. Thus, we have been forced to anticipate, 
in our planning over these years, the manner and form 
in which it might ultimately be resolved that banks 
could offer this service. 

A number of factors have contributed to the diffi- 
culty of anticipating the future. Again and again, at 
critical points, far-reaching decisions have been made 
by persons who were either totally unfamiliar with the 
subject matter, or at best, had only a peripheral knowl- 
edge, perhaps supplemented by a greater or lesser de- 
gree by thought or study of the subject, of varying de- 
gree of accuracy, always brought to bear only immedi- 
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ately prior to making the decision, and often reflecting 
an externally oriented bias. Needless to say, anticipa- 
tion of such decisions has been difficult. 

The job of predicting the future has been further 
confounded by the difficulties of analyj^ing the past. An 
incredible amount of confusion exists in this area, most 
often manifested in the definitive conclusions, of pro- 
ponents or opponents, that no amount of objective 
research will support. That is one topic where the dis- 
service done by simplistic summaries and absolute con- 
clusions is most striking. 

It seems that every recent ch.ange in bank operations, 
either in form or in substance, has brought forth the 
accusation that banks have now resumed the activity 
which caused the Great Depression. Collective invest- 
ment of managing agency accounts is a prime example. 
Those statements have occasionally been given added 
respectability by ill-researched language in congres- 
sional reports, and similarly oriented administrative 
rulings of Federal agencies, so tliat the problem of sep- 
arating truth from mythology has now become almost 
insurmountable. 

Finally, we have been confronted with the problem 
of the impact of nonbanking laws, drafted and enacted 
with other purposes in mind. They were giv'en defini- 
tions and purposes so broad that it is merely an exer- 
cise of logic, understandable to any grammar school 
mentality, to reach the conclusion that these definitions 
indicate the necessity that collective investment of man- 
aging agency accounts be subjected to their purview. 

It now appears that the range of possibilities has 
been sufficiently narrowed as to present us with much 
more “clear confusion” than has been the case for 
several years. The situation now lends itself to the type 
of analysis contained in the old joke, which has had 
many contexts and variations, but which proceeds that 
if you do A, then either B or C will happen. If B, then 
you haven’t anything to worry about. If C happens, 
then you can either do D or E. If D, you haven’t any- 
thing to worry about, etc. 

Approaching our situation in that way, w'e would 
begin with the possibility that Congress might enact a 
specific ban. That has been mentioned from time to 
time, and most often in connection with proposed one- 
bank holding company legislation. The language of the 
one-bank holding company bill has been broadened in 
an attempt to prevent holding companies or their banks 
also from setting up certain funds. I have heard critical 
speculation as to whether the Senate would approve 
such a bill, since they earlier passed one which would 
specifically permit banks and savings and loans to en- 
gage in such activity, and I leave that type of specula- 


tion to the congressional experts. But, if Congress 
should pass such a proposal, then we w'ould have noth- 
ing to worrj? about; banks would be expressly pre- 
cluded, that’s all. 

If such a bill does not pass, then Congress could still 
pass a bill specifically permitting that activity, or it 
could fail to do so. If it passes such a bill, then there 
is nothing to worry about. 

In that instance, the odds are that the legislation 
w'ould closely resemble, if not be in the form of, the 
present mutual fund reform bill, w'hich has passed 
the Senate and is before the House Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce Committee. Under that bill, the 
Comptroller would have to issue two sets of regula- 
tions. The first would establish rules for operation of 
pooled agency funds, to which all banks. State or Na- 
tional, operating such funds, would have to conform, 
as is the case with the Comptroller’s rules for common 
trust funds. In our contingency planning for the event 
that such a bill should be enacted, vre are thinking of 
publishing rules which would provide, in regulation 
form, a framework encompassing most of the features 
of the commingled investment account presently oper- 
ated by the First National City Bank of New York, 
with, hopefully, some room for flexibility. 

The second required set of rules would establish 
standards of training and experience for bank salesmen 
of interests in these funds, consistent with similar SEC 
requirements. In our contingency planning we have 
been examining how best we might carry out this man- 
date, should it come to be. We have enlisted the aid of 
the Securities and Exchange Commission and the Na- 
tional Association of Securities Dealers, as well as the 
banks and the American Bankers Association and 
have begun consideration of several possibilities, from 
simply prohibiting banks from having salesmen, under 
any definition of that term, to requiring that bank 
salesmen conform to the standards set by the NASD. 
We expect that whatever we finally might put into 
effect would be the result of comprehensive study of 
the question, hopefully with the continued advice and 
assistance of all interested persons. Although I have 
spoken of two sets of rules, it is possible that they might 
be combined into one regulation. This is the prospect, 
should the mutual fund reform legislation pass in its 
present form. 

Returning to my original approach to this subject, 
if the question is not resolved legislatively, then it may 
be accomplished judicially. This would most likely oc- 
cur through resolution of the current litigation involv- 
ing the commingled investment account of the First 
National City Bank of New York. The Court of Ap- 
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peals for the District of Columbia recently reversed 
the District Court, and ruled that this account is legal. 
A petition for certiorari has been filed by the Invest- 
ment Company Institute. If this petition should be 
granted, and the case heard, and reversed, by the Su- 
preme Court, then we would have nothing to worry 
about; banks would be excluded, and that would be 
that. 

On the other hand, the issue could be concluded 
favorably for that type of activity in the courts. This 
could either occur through a denial of certiorari, or 
through a decision by the Supreme Court. In such an 
event, there would be no statutory requirement for con- 
forming to a particular banking agency’s rules and 
regulations. Analysis of the opinions of the Court of 
Appeals suggests that this distinction may be more ap- 
parent than real. Great weight was placed both by 
Judge Bazelon and his fellow judges, who included 
the now Chief Justice Burger, upon the fact the First 
National City Bank commingled investment account 
was extensively regulated by the Comptroller. Indeed, 
the opinion implies that this may have tipped the scales 
in favor of the bank in that case. Accordingly, it would 
appear that if this decision were upheld in the future 
course of events, State banks, would be well advised to 
maintain close conformity to the rules of the Comp- 
troller in their commingled agency operations, and 
possibly to obtain his opinion as to whether their plans 
conform to rules and standards established for Na- 
tional banks. 

A related question which the Comptroller’s Office 
would have to face in that event would be whether 
specific rules and regulations dealing with the activity 
should be issued at all. A jx>ssible alternative course 
would be to rescind the present, arguably obsolete, 
managing agency fund provisions and substitute noth- 
ing in their stead. That would have the effect of re- 
quiring National banks to obtain specific approval for 
proposed commingled agency accounts, permitting 
them a greater flexibility in fashioning their programs 
and avoiding a slavish adherence to the features of the 
First National City Bank commingled investment ac- 
count. It would have the disadvantage of not providing 
other banks with a readily ascertainable standard to 
which to conform. However, this could be met, in part, 
by the widespread publication of all such approvals by 
the Comptroller, possibly with official comment point- 
ing out any departures from previously established 
norms contained in the approval. 

.A.S a matter of fact, it appears that if any of the fore- 
going possibilities, either positive or negative, should 
come to pass. Regulation 9 would be amended to de- 
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lete the present authority, found in 9.18(a) (3), for a 
bank to operate common trust funds for monies con- 
tributed by the bank in its capacity of managing agent 
under a managing agency agreement expressly pro- 
viding that such monies are received in trust. A very- 
appealing argument can be made that that vestige of 
an earlier stage in the resolution of this question should 
be retained, so as not to foreclose any bank which so 
desired from establishing such a fund, taxable as a 
common trust fund, and raising the substantial ques- 
tions which are implicit in the attempt of the staff of 
the Securities and Exchange Commission to cut back 
the scope of the exemption to the application of the 
Investment Company Act for common trust funds or 
similar funds. However, it is apparent in the light of 
experience with this authority that the likelihood of a 
bank’s doing that is extremely remote, so much so as 
to render unjustified the confusion which the continued 
presence of this authority would create. 

In closing, I must emphasize that what I have just 
said constitutes our Office’s thinking as to what we 
should do in the event one of certain, now rather 
specific, alternatives comes to pass. In so doing, I am 
not predicting what will happen to elements which 
are beyx)nd our control. I would like to make it clear 
that we are not, contrary to the implication of a 
recent news article, assuming that banks have won 
their struggle to offer this service, or that we are pre- 
pared to unleash an onslaught of banks into the mutual 
fund business. We are merely facing up to the super- 
visory responsibilities which will be ours, should these 
events come to pass, and attempting to anticipate how 
best to carry out those responsibilities while imposing 
the minimum restraint upon the ability of banks to 
serve their customers. I firmly believe that anything 
less than that would constitute a dereliction of our 
duties. 

Statement of Robert Bloom, Chief Counsel to 

THE Comptroller of the Currency, Before a 

Subcommittee of the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, House of Representatives, 

ON H.R. 255, April 29, 1969 

We are pleased to present the views of the Office of 
the Comptroller of the Currency pursuant to the com- 
mittee’s request on H.R. 255, a bill which would ex- 
pressly permit the deduction of interest in advance 
from the proceeds of installment loans made by banks 
and other regulated lending institutions in the District 
of Columbia. 

The Comptroller has previously infoiTnally indi- 
cated to the Chairman of the Law and Legislative 
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Committee for the D.C. Bankers Association that 
our Office had no objection to the passage of the sub- 
ject amendment. The deduction of interest in advance 
from the proceeds of installment loans is a common 
banking practice. This method of charging interest, 
known as the discount method, is one of several recog- 
nized methods of computing and charging interest on 
loans which are to be repaid in installment rather than 
in a lump sum. It is commonly used in the making 
of automobile and other consumer installment loans. 
Public Law 90-321, the “Truth in Lending Act,’" which 
will become effective on July 1, 1969, will require 
that the effective annual rate of simple interest being 
paid by the borrower on discount loans as well as other 
types be disclosed in wTiting to the borrower prior to 
the making of the loan. Public Law 90-321 will also 
require lenders who feature rates of interest in their 
adv'ertising to use the effective annual rate of simple 
interest rather than the discount rate. The “Truth in 
Ijcnding .A.ct” will therefore insure the disclosure of the 
full amount of interest being charged to the borrower 
and would appear to eliminate the possibility of abuse 
of the proposed amendment to the D.C. Code. 

Accordingly, the Comptroller of the Currency has 
no objection to the passage of H.R. 255. 

Statement of Robert Bloom, Chief Counsel to 

THE Comptroller of the Currency, Before the 

Senate Committee on Banking and Currency, 

ON H.R. 7491 and S. 2065, September 24, 1969 

The legislation under consideration deals with the 
extent to which States and local governments may le\ y 
taxes on National banks. This issue, smoldering for a 
number of years, was brought to flame by two recent 
Supreme Court decisions. In First Agricultural Na- 
tional Bank of Berkshire County v. State Tax Commis- 
sion, 392 U.S. 339 (1968), the Supreme Court lield 
that a National bank domiciled in Massachusetts is not 
reejuired to pay a Massachusetts sales and use tax, since 
this method of taxation is not listed in R.S. 5219, 12 
U.S.C. 548. Dickinson v. First National Bank of 
Homestead, 393 U.S. 409 (1969), was a similar hold- 
ing, involving Florida documentary stamp taxes. 

First Agricultural and Dickinson merely reaffirmed 
a long line of earlier decisions which established the 
proposition that the States are without power, unless 
authorized by Congiess. to tax National banks. Owens- 
boro Nat. Bank v. Owensboro, 173 U.S. 664, 668 
(1889); Des Moines Nat. Bank v. Fairweather, 263 
U.S. 103, 106 ( 1923 ) ; First Nat. Bank v. Hartford, 273 
U.S. 548, 550 (1927) : lowa-Des Moines Nat. Bank v. 
Bennett, 284 U.S. 239, 244 ( 1931) . 


Prior to the two recent decisions, the Court had not 
squarely considered the question for a number of 
years, although it continuously recognized, during that 
time, the general rule incidental to deciding other 
issues. Department of Employment v. U.S., 385 U.S. 
355, 360 (1966) ; Michigan Nat. Bank v. Michigan, 
365 U.S. 467, 472 (1961) ; Mercantile Nat. Bank v. 
Longdeau, 371 U.S. 555, 558-559 (1963). Perhaps 
because of the length of time between decisions such 
as Owensboro, in 1899, and First Agricultural and 
Dickinson, in 1968-69, the recent rulings resulted in a 
strong reaction by State banking and taxing authori- 
ties. These authorities also argue that the nature of 
National banks has changed materially since Congress 
last looked at the subject. At the urging of these groups, 
a number of bills were introduced in this, and in the 
last, Congress to modify or eliminate the National 
banks’ present immunity from certain types of State 
taxes. 

It should be remembered that even under the pres- 
ent law. National banks are not immune from the more 
important types of State taxation. Under the provi- 
sions of section 548, National banks pay the same real 
estate taxes to the States, counties, and cities in which 
they are located as do other real estate owners. In 
addition, a National bank now may be required to pay 
to its home State, a tax measured by its net income or 
the worth of its shares. The taxes in dispute are mainly 
of the e.xcise type, such as sales and use, documentary 
stamp, and motor vehicle taxes. 

The various bills introduced in the House may be 
divided roughly into two groups. One group, includ- 
ing bills such as H.R. 2182 (Hosmer), H.R. 9794 
(S. 2065 Sikes, Holland), and the original version of 
H.R. 7491 (Patman), merely added various specific 
types of taxes to the list collectible from a National 
bank in its home State. The other group represented 
by H.R. 8642 (Ashley) and the present version of 
H.R. 7491 (Patman), now before this Committee, 
would completely lepeal the present law and enact 
in its place a general statement to the effect that Na- 
tional banks should be deemed to be the same as State 
banks for the purpose of State taxation, wherever they 
are doing business, whether in their home State or in 
foreign States. 

The Office of the Comptroller of the Currency favors 
the first approach of amendment rather than com- 
plete repeal. We do not disagree with those bankers and 
State authorities who believe that some amendment 
to the present law is needed to equalize the State and 
local ta.x burden on State and National banks. This 
Office knows of no reason why National banks should 
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not be required to pay the same taxes to their home 
States as State-chartered banks. We believe that the 
way to achieve such equalization is to do it in the same 
manner as changes have been made in the past, that is, 
by amendment to section 548. In making the neces- 
sary changes, it is not necessary to use language which 
raises any doubt concerning, or changes the status of. 
National banks as Federal instrumentalities. As the 
Supreme Court indicated in First Agricultural, the 
issue is simply one of the extent to which Congress 
wishes to permit State taxation of National banks. Ex- 
pressions such as “a National bank has no immunity 
etc.” serve to becloud this issue and should not be used. 

First Agricultural dealt only with the question of 
taxation by the home State and did not involve the 
much broader questions of taxation and regulation by 
other States in which a National bank may do business. 
These so-called “doing business” taxes and statutes 
raise entirely different issues from that involved in the 
sales-tax controversy and should not be confused with 
that issue. The subject of interstate taxation of Na- 
tional corporations, including banks, has been studied 
for many years by bodies such as the Judiciary Com- 
mittee of the House of Representatives, and various 
legislative attempts have been made to deal with this 
complex question. As of this date, no comprehensive 
legislation has been enacted to remedy this problem and 
we do not think it would be wise to attempt to dispose 
of it summarily as it relates to banks in a one-sentence 
bill suchasRR. 7491. 

It is the view of our Office that this legislation 
should be confined to equalizing the tax burden of 
National and State banks in the home State only. 
Although it may be argued that there should be equali- 
zation in foreign States as well, it is impossible to do 
this without painstaking analysis of the types of taxes 
levied by the various States on foreign corporations 
doing business within their boundaries. This family of 
taxes is inextricably interwoven with other State statu- 
tory provisions imposing restrictions on doing business 
within the host State: for example, requirements for 
the appointment of agents for the service of process, 
pKDSting of bonds, establishment of statutory offices, 
etc. We agree with the various courts which have held 
that such State restrictions on doing business are not 
applicable to National banks. Steward v. Atlantic, 
27 F. 2d 224; Bank of America v. Lima, 103 Supp. 
916 (D. Mass. 1952). As thes courts point out, be- 
cause a National bank is a Federal instrumentality, 
it cannot, for State law purposes, be a foreign corpora- 
tion and is, therefore, entitled to different treatment 
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from a State-chartered bank when it does business 
outside of its home State. 

At the least, this question of the effect of “doing 
business” laws should not be injected into the com- 
paratively simple problem highlighted by the First 
Agricultural decision. 

Consistent ■with the foregoing position, our Office 
has suggested that the problem highlighted by First 
Agricultural be dealt with by the addition of a new 
paragraph 5 to section 548 which would make it clear 
that National banks must pay sales and use taxes in 
their home States. 

Our suggested amendment in place of H.R. 7491 
was contained in the letter of Treasury General Coun- 
sel, Paul W. Eggers, to the Committee and reads as 
follows : 

That section 5219 of the Revised Statutes, as amended 
(12 U.S.C. 548), is further amended by adding the folio-w- 
ing new paragraph at the end thereof: 

5. In addition to the other methods of taxation permitted 
herein, a State or political subdivision thereof may impose 
sales and use taxes on a National bank having its principal 
office within such State in the same manner and to the same 
extent as such taxes are imposed upon a State-chartered bank 
having its principal office within such State. 

The foregoing language covers only sales and use 
taxes which were involved in the First Agricultural 
case. During debate on the floor of the House, Con- 
gressman Garry Brown of Michigan introduced an 
amendment which follows the approach we have sug- 
gested, but adds to the list of taxes collectible by the 
home State, tangible personal property taxes, intangi- 
ble personal property taxes, documentary stamp taxes, 
and all taxes imposed on the ownership, use or trans- 
fer of motor vehicles. This Office perceives no objection 
to adding these taxes to the list, with the exception 
of an intangible personal property tax. Intangible 
assets, such as loans and investment securities, consti- 
tute the great bulk of any financial institutions’ assets 
and worth. Since the States are already permitted to 
levy a share tax, measured by the net worth of the 
bank’s assets, it would constitute a form of double 
taxation to permit a direct tax on its intangible assets. 
Unlike the other types of taxes on the list, a tax on 
the intangible assets of financial institutions would be 
a major departure from present practices and we think 
that more study is needed of the possible effects on the 
banking systems. 

There are important reasons for not scrapping the 
entire present law as does H.R. 7491. The very age of 
the section (it was first enacted in 1864 and last 
amended in 1926) means that a tremendous super- 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



structure of existing State tax laws has been passed in 
reliance upon its provisions. In fact, various methods 
have been used to equalize the tax burden on State 
and National banks. For example, most States have 
granted the same exemptions to State banks as Na- 
tional banks. The burden on both classes of banks is 
then equalized with that of other corporations by levy- 
ing a heavier income tax or franchise tax rate on banks 
(the so-called “built-up” rates) . H.R. 7491 would open 
the way, in such States, for the collection of the pre- 
viously exempted taxes from both State and National 
banks. However, there is nothing in the bill which re- 
quire the States to repeal the compensatory forms of 
taxation originated prior to the proposed change in 
Federal law. Thus the House bill will impose on both 
classes of banks the burden of obtaining, by leg- 
islation or litigation, equal treatment with other 
corporations. 

The approach of the Treasury and Brown amend- 
ments would avoid the wholesale rewriting of State 
laws, necessitated by the House bill, and would avoid 
much confusion. At the same time, substantial equity 
between State and National banks would be achieved. 

For these reasons, the Comptroller of the Currency 
strongly urges the Committee not to approve H.R. 
7491, and instead to approve a bill in the language sug- 
gested by the Treasury Department. 

Statement of Robert Bloom, Chief Counsel to 

THE Comptroller of the Currency, Before the 

Senate Committee on Banking and Currency, 

ON S. 2569, October 8, 1969 

The proposed legislation would relax, for the Na- 
tional Capital region only, existing restrictions against 
bank holding companies’ ownership of banks located 
in more than one State. It would permit a registered 
bank holding company located in the District of Co- 
lumbia to own banks located in the District, Montgom- 
ery', and Prince Georges counties in Maiydand; and 
Arlington, Fairfax, Loudon, and Prince William coun- 
ties, plus the cities of Alexandria and Falls Church, in 
Virginia. Banks anywhere in Virginia or Maryland 
would be permitted to form holding companies to or- 
ganize or acquire banks in the District. 

All of the other requirements of the present Bank 
Holding Company Act would apply in full force, and 
no holding company could be set up without the ap- 
proval of the Federal Reserve Board. The Federal Re- 
serve would apply the same antitrust, capital, manage- 
ment, and other factors to its consideration of the 


formation of S. 2569 companies as it does to other hold- 
ing company applications. 

In order that there may be no misunderstanding of 
the effect of the amendment, it should be emphasized 
that the bill makes no change in the existing powers of 
the States to regulate the business of banking within 
their borders. A new State bank, organized by a Dis- 
trict-based holding company, would have to receive 
the approval of the appropriate Virginia or Maryland 
authorities. Virginia- and Maryland-chartered banks 
would continue to be subject to the full jurisdiction of, 
and examination by, the State banking authorities. 
There is likewise no change effected in the authority 
and power of the States to define the extent of branch 
banking within their borders, although opponents of 
the legislation will argue to the contrary. We will be 
glad to supply the Committee with a legal memoran- 
dum setting forth the clear distinctions which the courts 
and Congress have made between branch and holding 
company banking. 

S. 2569 would allow the creation of bank holding 
companies with three different geographic bases: one 
group of holding companies could control banks in the 
District and in the Washington suburbs in Virginia and 
Maryland ; a second could control banks operating any- 
where in Virginia and in the District; the third could 
hold banks operating anywhere in Maryland and in the 
District. 

A number of benefits would flow from passage of 
this legislation. First, banking competition in the Na- 
tional Capital region would be enhanced. The District 
of Columbia-based banks would provide additional 
competitive muscle through affiliates acquired or es- 
tablished in the Washington suburbs. And, although 
opponents of this bill deny any interest, it is not unlikely 
that at some point certain of the strong Baltimore- and 
Richmond-based banks would become affiliated with 
newly created or acquired District banks. The result- 
ing interpenetration would undoubtedly enliven com- 
petition, to the benefit of consumers of banking services. 

Next, private funds a\'ailable for the extension of 
credit in the National Capital region can most effi- 
ciently be allocated on a regional basis. There is no 
assurance, and in fact it is rather unlikely, that the 
regional distributions of deposits and of credit require- 
ments are similar. The bill would provide a means of 
improving the mobility and optimum use of deposit 
capital at a time when such capital is in short supply. 

Third, a number of the credit needs of the National 
Capital region require loanable funds in aggregates 
of considerable magnitude. The passage of S. 2569 
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would allow bank affiliations that would make these 
aggregates more readily available. 

Critics of S. 2569 may assert that each of these argu- 
ments can be applied to any major metropolitan area 
in the country. To some degree, this is correct. How- 
ever, it is not difficult to demonstrate the unique nature 
of the District and its financial setting. 

First, the core of the National Capital region- — the 
District of Columbia — is more constrained than is the 
core of any other major metropolitan area. A number 
of the banking constraints stem from the fact that 
the city is not a part of any State. Were it, in fact, a 
part of either Maryland or Virginia, the Washington 
banks would enjoy much greater freedom to expand. 
Thus it is apparent that the Federal status of the Dis- 
trict has itself created special banking problems. In 
this light, action by Congress to alleviate these prob- 
lems appears most appropriate, and would in no sense 
create a precedent for similar action in other areas. 

The National Capital region poses special problems 
for both banks and banking customers within it. The 
Federal Government as a whole constitutes a unique 
dominant employer. Employees of Government 
agencies find it easier to move to another agency within 
the Federal Government than do members of the work 
force in other areas for whom a change in employ- 
ment frequently involves a move to a separate orga- 
nization. Federal employees, for example, do not 
relinquish retirement benefits, leave status, etc., when 
moving from one agency to another, as is often the 
case when moving from one private firm to another. 
As a result, labor mobility in the National Capital re- 
gion is extremely high. Federal employees shift from 


agencies with downtown offices to those with offices in 
the Maryland or Virginia suburbs or conversely from 
a Federal agency with offices in the suburbs to another 
with central city location. Such moves generate prob- 
lems for banking customers. It is often costly and 
highly inconvenient to continue to bank where they 
have established favorable banking connections. To 
relinquish those established banking connections and 
establish new banking connections with a suburban or 
downtown bank is likewise costly and inconvenient. 

Similar problems for the banks and banking custo- 
mers are engendered also by the movement of Federal 
agencies, and offices within an agency, from the central 
city to one of the suburbs, or from one suburb to an- 
other, or from the suburbs to the central city. The bill, 
by permitting limited area-wide banking, would help 
relieve employees of the Federal agencies of some of 
the costs and inconveniences of either establishing new 
banking connection or maintaining their banking 
connections at remote locations where they formerly 
worked. 

The Congress has a special responsibility to provide 
a legal framework for the District that will foster the 
economic viability of this vital center of the National 
Capital region. We are all aware of the problems faced 
by the core areas of every metropolis. Virtually every 
solution advanced requires the expenditure of a large 
volume of funds. The greater the volume of private 
funds available, the less the demands on the public 
funds. We believe that S. 2659, representing an 
attempt to alleviate special problems faced by District 
banks as a result of the District’s Federal status, merits 
favorable consideration by the Congress. 
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